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Introduction 


The aftermath of victory in war is usually rich in his- 
torical ironies, the unforeseen results that are quite the 
opposite of what the victors intended. One of the ironies 
of the third Arab-Israeli war is that this authoritative 
study of Israel's colonial-settler origins, by the French 
Jewish scholar, Maxime Rodinson, was just being set 
into type when Israel launched its blitz attack on the 
Arab forces in June 1967. For the results of that war 
were to give increased weight and credibility to Profes- 
sor Rodinson's thesis which has long been heatedly denied 
by Zionist and Israeli leaders. , 

Maxime Rodinson, a director of studies at the Ecole 
Pratique des Hautes Etudes at the Sorbonne, is widely 
recognized as one of Europe's leading scholars in the 
field of Islamic and Middle Eastern studies. His essay 
first appeared in a special number of Jean-Paul Sartre's 
Les Temps Modernes, just as the war was ending. En- 
titled "Le con/flit israelo-arabe," this special edition of nearly 
a thousand pages assembled contributions from leading 
Arab and Israeli intellectuals, mostly on the left, in an 
attempt at a "dialogue," dividing the articles into two sec- 
tions, pro-Arab and pro-Israeli. Although Professor Rodin- 
son's article is clearly sympathetic to the Palestinians, 
he preferred to have his article appear alone, apart from 
both ensembles, as a supplemental piece. 

In a brief review in the Middle East Journal, Spring 
1968, Prof. Irene Gendzier of Boston University called 
the special issue of Sartre's magazine a "unique docu- 
ment of extraordinary value" received in Paris with "the 
kind of welcome reserved for serious political-literary 
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events." However, in this country, she notes, it was sub- 
sequently "rejected for translation by several well-estab- 
lished American publishers on the unbelievable assumption 
that the situation 'will soon be resolved.'" Professor Gend- 
zier characterizes Rodinson's contribution as "by far the 
most profound, if not the most controversial, summary 
of the position that Israel is a colonial fact . . . the most 
thorough and historically documented statement of [this] 
position. .. ." She goes on to say that "its challenge has 
already been felt, and the responses it is evoking among 
Zionists and socialists alike can only serve to clarify 
a historically complex and politically loaded subject." 

The entire collection was forcefully brought to the at- 
tention of American left and liberal circles by the noted 
journalist I. F. Stone, in a review article entitled, "Holy 
War," in the August 3, 1967, New York Review of Books. 
Stone considered Rodinson's contribution to be "by far 
the most brilliant in the whole volume." 

In that review, which aroused a storm of controversy, 
Stone dismissed many of the standard Zionist arguments 
as "simplistic sophistry." He decried the "moral myopia" 
of Zionism which had always been blind to the national 
existence of the Palestinian Arabs and the "moral schizo- 
phrenia” involved in setting up an exclusionary and semi- 
theocratic Jewish society when everywhere else Jewish sur- 
vival counted on the maintenance of secular, pluralistic 
societies. 

For this and for his warm response to Professor Rodin- 
son's analysis, Stone was denounced as a "defector" by 
Zionists who formerly had praised him for his favorable 
on-the-spot reports during the 1948 war to establish Israel. 
They admitted the heavy blow dealt to their cause on 
the plane of argument by a man with such credentials 
for honesty and demonstrated sympathy for the Jewish 
people. 

Rodinson, too, has come in for his share of epithets, 
which he wryly dismisses in one or two asides. A mem- 
ber of the French Communist Party for some twenty years 
before he broke with it in 1958, Rodinson has a world- 
wide reputation as an independent Marxist scholar. Al- 
though it was not popular to do so, and even though 
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he disagreed sharply on many points, he lent his per- 
sonal prestige to the work of a Belgian Trotskyist by 
writing the preface to the 1968 French edition of Abram 
Leon's The Jewish Question, A Marxist Interpretation, | * 
because he considered it an important intellectual and sci- 
entific contribution. While Rodinson belongs to no politi- 
cal party today, he has not withdrawn into an academic 
neutralism, but is involved and partisan in the contem- 
porary social struggles. 

On the other hand, he has nothing in common with 
the Communist Party academicians whose learned "find- 
ings" always serve to justify—and align their careers 
with —the latest turn in party policy, the Stalinist quota- 
tion jugglers who have done so much to discredit 
Marxism. 

As readers will see, Rodinson takes great pains to de- 
velop a well-documented and thoughtful approach to the 
very specific, and central, question to which he limits 
himself in this study: Can Israel be classified as a 
colonial-settler state, and the Palestinians, concomitantly, 
as a people colonially' oppressed by Israel? This is a 
major contention of the Arab side. But supporters of 
Israel, especially on the left, are outraged by such a 
characterization. They denounce it as pernicious propa- 
ganda, a slander and epithet directed by anti-Semitic re- 
actionaries against a progressive and even socialist state 
established by a heroic people seeking to end thousands 
of years of exile and bondage. 

Why is the same Middle Eastern reality viewed so dif- 
ferently by the two contenders? How is it possible to 
equate Israel with such odious colonial empires and white 
racist states as South Africa, Rhodesia, French Algeria? 

The answer lies in rejecting any single model of colonial 
takeover, discarding rigidly conceived social formulas, 
and getting past the abstractions to the essential and 
concrete features of the complex, contradictory, and unique 
process which resulted in the creation of Israel. 

Rodinson traces the origins and mentality of Zionism 
to the conditions of nineteenth and early twentieth century 
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universal (white) "civilizing mission," the Kuropean powers 
surged into the underdeveloped world, annexing colonial 
territories and mercilessly exploiting the subjugated peo- 
ples who were put to work on plantations and in mines 
to help in the looting of their own countries. But the 
Zionist nationalists, unlike other European colonialists, 
had to create a social base as well as take over a national 
territory. 

The Jewish bourgeois and petty bourgeois strata which 
embraced Zionism were incomparably weaker than the 
European ruling classes and felt threatened by anti- 
Semitism, but they were just as fearful of socialist rev- 
olution. They were incapable of—and unwilling to—take 
up a national struggle claiming a section of Europe where 
the Jews lived, a struggle directed against their real op- 
pressors that would have had revolutionary implications. 
Instead, a much more likely prospect was to find an 
empty, underdeveloped area —"a land without a people for 
a people without a land," as a leading Zionist publicist, 
Israel Zangwill, put it—upon which to settle those with 
nationalist aspirations. At the same time, this would drain 
off the excess of poor Jewish immigrants from Eastern 
Europe who were viewed by the well-to-do Jews as a 
causal factor in provoking anti-Semitism. 

In common with the dominant outlook of European 
chauvinism, Zionism considered any territory as "empty" 
and available if its indigenous population had not yet 
achieved national independence and recognized statehood. 
Rodinson balances this harsh description of the early 
Zionists by pointing out that their racist prejudices and 
assumptions were no worse than those prevailing among 
their contemporaries, and might even be excused on that 
account as products of their time. This judgment can be 
questioned as overly charitable, in view of the existence — 
also among their contemporaries—of alternative move- 
ments for socialist and anti-imperialist liberation which 
were attracting far more of the Jewish youth than was 
Zionism. It certainly cannot excuse those who espoused 
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this program in the name of socialism, either then or 
now. However, such considerations do not alter the basic 
facts. 

Professor Rodinson demonstrates from the historical 
record and from numerous Zionist sources that Israel 
was established as the result of a colonial conquest, jus- 
tified by an ethnocentric and racially exclusive ideology 
marked by the same chauvinist attitudes toward the peo- 
ples of underdeveloped lands as other European bour- 
geois nationalist doctrines. Complementing rather than 
challenging the delirious myths of anti-Semitism, the 
Zionist ideology basically accepted the fundamental tenet 
of the Jew as forever alien to "gentile" society, only af- 
fixing to this "eternal" characteristic a positive instead of 
a negative value. 


Rodinson shows that plans for setting up an exclusively 
Jewish state in Arab Palestine got nowhere and found little 
favor even among Jews until British imperialism was 
persuaded to sponsor it in order to justify its own con- 
tinued intervention in the Middle East. He proves that, 
despite its avowed humanitarian and liberationist aims, 
the Zionist project required the reciprocal collaboration 
of the Zionist agencies in upholding British rule against 
Arab strivings for independence, that it demanded the 
continued expansion of the bounds of Jewish settlement, 
the implantation of a modern economy and technology 
from which Arabs were excluded, and the ultimate dis- 
placement of the majority of the native Arab population 
from their own homeland. 

Rodinson writes that among the Jews in Palestine during 
the mandate period, only a "few rare individuals" under 
the influence of "Stalinist ideology" opposed Zionism. It 
would appear that the opposition to Zionism by Jewish 
Stalinists rested on what remained of their grasp of 
Marxist internationalism, not on their Stalinist "ideology," 
which indeed permitted them to swing rapidly over to 
support the creation of Israel when that suited Stalin's 
foreign policy. The opposition to Zionism in Palestine 
should be extended, moreover, to include the small nucleus 
of Palestinian Trotskyists, Jewish and Arab, who func- 
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tioned there since the 1930s. Their anti-Zionist positions, 
never compromised, have found vigorous new standard- 
bearers today among the young ranks of the Israeli 
Socialist Organization (Marxist), known as Matzpen (after 
their newspaper), who are under heavy attack today in 
Israel. 

It is true that several hundred thousand Jews, fleeing 
Hitler before the war and escaping the wretched displaced 
persons camps after the war, found refuge in Palestine 
because they were not accepted by the western democracies 
who are today so friendly to Israel. These refugees, per- 
secuted victims themselves, were absorbed into the settler 
community and only intensified the colonialist impact 
upon the Arabs. The same was true with the huge number 
of "Oriental" Jews who arrived afterwards—some under 
Zionist pressure and others expelled from their Arab coun- 
tries of origin in stupid and reactionary "retaliation" for 
the expulsion of the Palestinians. In both cases, the 
Palestinians were made to suffer the consequences of the 
deeds of others. 

That the Zionist state, once formed and well-established, 
could assume some of the more "normal" colonial rela- 
tionships with the conquered people is becoming a source 
of deep concern and even embarrassment to some members 
of the Zionist establishment like Itzhak Ben-Aharon, the 
powerful secretary-general of the Histadrut labor feder- 
ation. Terence Smith, Tel Aviv correspondent of the New 
York Times, reported on February 14, 1973, that Ben- - 
Aharon raised the alarm "that six years of occupation 
had eroded Israel's image of 'moral capacity and re 
liability' in the Western world . . - he charged that Israel 
was 'building Zionism' on the backs of hired Arab labor 
from the occupied  territory—a reference to the 55,000 
Arab workers who have become the core of the manual 
labor force in Israel since the 1967 war." Ben-Aharon, 
who describes himself as a "radical Socialist," naturally 
does not ask that the 55,000 Arab laborers be given 
‘membership in the Histadrut and the protection it pre- 
sumably affords Jewish workers. Instead, he demands 
that some of the occupied areas from which these workers 
come be returned to Jordan, much to the consternation 
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of official Israeli opinion, which has become accustomed 
to holding these areas and to the presence of a cheap 
labor pool for the jobs that Jewish workers will no longer 
accept. Concern over these trends was well represented 
by a prominent Israeli dissident, Yehoshua Arieli, writing 
in the August 31, 1972, New York Review of Books, 
where he pointed to the effects of occupation in producing 
political conformity, spurring new vested interests, deep- 
ening social and material inequality, and leaving "Zionist 
values jettisoned" by hiring Arabs to do the dirty work. 

This brings us back to the point made at the beginning, 
that the Israeli victory of 1967 produced a new situation 
which lent confirmation to Professor Rodinson's basic 
analysis. The new political dilemma was perceptively sum- 
marized by New York Times Jerusalem correspondent 
James Feron: 


The picture of an embattled state threatened by hos- 
tile neighbors has been blurred ... with a picture 
of a victorious nation astride conquered lands and 
threatening disorganized neighbors. A new hero in 
the Middle East, the Arab guerrilla, has emerged since 
the war. The plight of the Arab refugees, largely for- 
gotten by many after their first flight two decades 
ago, has become a live issue again. 2 


The dismaying new social dilemma confronting Israel 
was bluntly described by a leading Zionist functionary 
writing in the Israeli Labor Party daily, Davar, September 
29, 1967. Joseph Weitz, former head of the Jewish Agen- 
cy's Colonization Department, writes: 


. when the UN passed a resolution to partition 
Palestine into two states, the War of Independence 
broke out to our great good fortune; and in this war 
a twofold miracle happened: a territorial victory and 
the flight of the Arabs. In the Six Days' War one 
great miracle happened: a tremendous territorial vic- 
tory; but most of the inhabitants of the liberated ter- 
ritories remained "stuck" to their places—which may 
destroy the very foundation of our state. 
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young. Simultaneously, it spurred the development of an 
independent and popular resistance movement among the 
Palestinians. 

These resistance fighters put the entire struggle in a 
completely new light by raising the demand for Palestinian 
self-determination. They challenged the right of Israel to 
seize their homeland for exclusively Jewish use; they op- 
posed the power of U.S.-backed Arab reactionaries like 
King Hussein; they rejected the "jihad" or holy-war 
demagogy designed to divert them from actual struggle 
and real liberation; and they proposed the establishment 
of a democratic secular Palestine for both Hebrew-speaking 
and Arabic-speaking peoples in the region. 3 

In addition to gaining the wide support of the Arab 
masses, the Palestinian struggle for self-determination has 
won the sympathy of many other people around the 
world, including American and Israeli Jewish youth in- 
fluenced by the current radicalization affecting their gen- 
eration and by the liberation struggles of other colonially 
oppressed nations like the Vietnamese. This has become 
a matter of deep concern for the Zionist coalition which 
runs Israel and has prompted renewed efforts by its "left" 
wing to win over radical-minded Jewish youth. This has, 
to be sure, always been the Zionist left's main political 
assignment. 


However, their task is difficult because, from the be- 
ginning of the Zionist movement, there were always only 
two ways—either one equally hard to justify from a so- 
cialist standpoint—to achieve and maintain a Jewish state 
in Palestine, where the Arabs were a great majority. One 
was to expel the native Arabs, most of whom were not 
willing to give up their homeland and move away. The 
second was to institute a regime of occupation, with sec- 
ond-class citizenship rights, if any, for them. The 1947 
UN partition resolution, under whose sanction Israel was 
established, scarcely altered this dual necessity, first 
because, in fact, there were still nearly as many Arabs 
as Jews in the portion assigned to Israel, and second, 
because the Zionist leadership always regarded that 
portion as merely the initial installment of the "redemption 
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was this "miracle" of the Arab flight, which Weitz elsewhere 
describes as equal to the miracle of Moses' crossing of 
the Red Sea, so necessary to Israel's survival? Weitz had 
long advocated a "transfer solution," miraculous or other- 
wise, to this dilemma. He explained why in an entry in 
his 1940 diary, which he quotes in his 1967 article: 
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Israel in large numbers; and for those remaining to accept 
a juridical double standard of immigration, Settlement, 
and civil laws—one for Jews, another for Arabs; in short 
to voluntarily accept what no other people in history ever 
freely accepted before! Strangely, until 1967, Israel and 


its supporters seemed convinced that the Palestinians had 
done just that! 
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menace of Arab anti-Semitism. Nor was it due only to the 
universal guilt feelings after Hitler's abominations were 
revealed, which permitted the big powers to hand Palestine 
over to the Zionists in the name of atonement and com- 
passion—and private relief that the Jewish survivors 
wouldn't be knocking at their doors. 

No, it rests primarily on the fact that until 1967 the 
national existence of the Palestinian Arab people was 
simply denied. They were seen as unfortunate refugees, 
homeless largely by their own action, and at most in need 
of resettlement — when they were seen at all. 

How did the Palestinians become so invisible? They 
outnumbered the Jews in Palestine eight to one in 1917, 
when the Balfour Declaration spoke of them as the "non- 
Jewish community" whose rights were not to be "prejudiced" 
by England's disposition of their territory. The Pal- 
estinians were still twice the Jewish population in 1948 
when their territory was partitioned. To this day, if their 
scattered components living in the refugee camps, the 
occupied territories, and other Arab states were combined, 
they would still just about equal the Jewish population 
in Israel. How were they forgotten and made to disappear? 

Many forces played a role in this great crime, beginning 
with the British imperialists and their Zionist proteges, 
who first stunted the economic and social development 
of the Arab community and then collaborated to crush 
its uprising in 1936-39, leaving it disorganized, disarmed, 
and helpless to resist in 1948. The pivotal character of 
this defeat was acknowledged by the military correspon- 
dent of the liberal Hebrew daily Haaretz, April 15, 1966: 


.. With respect to the events of 1936, it seems to 
us that had they not happened in the manner and 
at the time in which they did in fact occur, it is 
doubtful that the Jewish community could have waged 
a war for independence eight years later. The Jewish 
community emerged from these dangerous 1936 events 
in a stronger position as a result of the strong support 
it received from the British government and army 
in Palestine. 

The 1936 events actually involved a confrontation 
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between two national movements, but the Arabs made 
the mistake of Concentrating their attacks on the 
British government and army... This confrontation 
with the British (and not with the Jews) Caused the 
destruction of Arab military Strength in Palestine, and 


by the British, Succeeded in building up their own 
Strength ., , British reprisals against the Arab armed 


munist parties, They enthusiastically championed the par- 
tition of Palestine after World War II. Stalin readily 
Sacrificed the Palestinians' right to self-determination to 
the short-sighted diplomatic aim of easing British military 
Power out of the Middle East where it had been entrenched 
since World War I. And when this plan, like so many 
others of Stalin's, backfired as Israel aligned itself with 
the more potent and threatening U.S. imperialism, the 
Kremlin courted not the disinheriteq Palestinians but the 
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worked out with its imperialist wartime allies in Vietnam, 
Korea, Germany, and Eastern Europe. Designed to ensure 
"peaceful coexistence," those big power agreements pro- 
ceeded without consideration for the interests and aspi- 
rations of the masses whose fate they were arbitrarily 
deciding. Only when these peoples rose up in revolutionary 
struggle to determine their own fate was their existence 
acknowledged. It can be safely concluded that, since the 
emergence of their resistance movement, the Palestinian 
Arab people will never again be invisible, whatever their 
temporary setbacks may be. 

An important obstacle to the growth of a Jewish anti- 
Zionist movement among the young Israelis who already 
sympathize with the rights of the Palestinians, is the role 
of the "left" Zionist apologists for Israel. That is why one 
of the most valuable sections of Professor Rodinson's 
article, and one of the most effective, is his examination 
of the main Zionist rationalizations, from the religious 
to the "revolutionary," but especially the latter, in the 
light of the facts. 

Kibbutz collectivism was far more important for set- 
tling new territory and guarding borders against dispos- 
sessed Arabs than for opening up a road to Jewish 
socialism. Moreover it involved only a small percentage 
of Jews—and of course no Arabs. The fight against the 
British was for exclusive control of the territory, not for 
the common liberation from imperialism for all those 
who lived there; nor did it give impetus or inspiration, 
as some contend, to the Arab independence struggle else- 
where. The argument that the region was originally barren 
and neglected is revealed to be a myth as well as a stock 
justification for colonial conquest, along with the argument 
that the Arabs remaining in Israel should be grateful 
for living better than their kin outside. The argument 
which attempts to find a scapegoat for Zionist outrages 5 
in such openly chauvinist, right-wing extremists as Ja- 
botinsky, Begin, and the Irgun terrorists, for whom the 
Zionist movement is held not to blame, is invalidated by 
the fact that all Zionists shared the fundamental goal of 
wresting Palestine from Arab hands and collaborated in 
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In the Course of showing how the assertedly Socialist 
Outlook of the left Zionists, Particularly of the early 
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antagonisms no longer have an internal base in the society 
and that, with the spread of similar systems internation- 
ally, the coercive functions of the state are no longer 
needed and atrophy. 

But collectivization does not ipso facto automatically 
produce such fraternal relations internally or externally. 
The nationalized and planned economy in the Soviet 
Union proved strong enough to enable that society to 
industrialize and to withstand the second imperialist war 
but it failed to improve the conditions of life sufficiently 
for the transformation of the individual's psychology 


peasantry by massacres and mass deportations; poverty 
which made the peasant's private garden plot usually 


doesn't believe there is a "revolutionary" solution and cau- 
tions against those who, safely distant from the scene 
of battle, "preach vengeance and murder from ivory 
_ towers." On the other hand, he appeals to readers on both 
sides to recognize the actual historical framework which, 
if it left the Zionists "no choice," as they claim, then it 
also left the Palestinians no choice but to resist and fight 
back. Rodinson himself calls for a "bloodless" solution 


Oppressors to morally condemn the victims for the violence 
of their rebellion. 

Professor Rodinson hopes that the passage of time may 
be able to assuage the deep and justified Arab resentment 
and permit the establishment of a modus vivendi based 
on the historical accomplished fact. To illustrate this vari- 
ant, he cites the division of Ireland-Ulster which at the 
time of writing (1967 ) seemed to many observers to be 
working out. Today, of course, the turmoil in Ireland 
speaks powerfully against such expectations. The twenty 
years of patient, largely silent waiting by the Palestinian 
refugees, before they finally engaged in organized resist- 
ance, did not relieve their suffering nor prevent their blood 
from being spilled or their flesh from being seared by 
napalm. Their exile, unchallenged by active struggle on 
their part for so long, was thereby made more absolute, 
more difficult and costly to reverse. 

Revolutionary Supporters of the Palestinians do not, 
of course, "incite" them to violence. By far the greater 
violence involved in a struggle for national liberation 


political leadership, unlike the desperate and misguided 
practioners of terrorist violence by a few martyrs, will 
know how to expose the real source of violence among 
the oppressors. It will know how to mobilize the Arab 
masses and world public opinion to hold back the un- 
limited violence that Israel, with its nuclear capacity and 
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as against imperialism. The Palestinian people have al- 
ready demonstrated their capacity to play a vanguard 
role among the entire Arab people, but need time to de- 
velop an adequate revolutionary political leadership. Their 
immediate and pressing demand is for the dismantling 
of the Zionist state apparatus and the establishment of 
a democratic Palestine to restore their rights and their 
homeland. A revolutionary solution to the conflict en- 
visions this accomplishment through the transformation 
of the whole region into a socialist society, the only kind 
of society that can redress the Palestinian grievances. 
At the same time, a socialist Palestine, as part of a social- 
ist Middle East, would have plenty of room in it for a 
progressive Jewish community enjoying full democratic 
rights in language, culture, religion, employment, etc.; 
at peace with the Arabs; and playing its role in developing 
and advancing the area for the benefit of all who live 
there. 
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What are the Arguments? 


The theme of Judeo-Israeli colonialism plays a central role 
in the ideological controversy that usually accompanies, 
accelerates, amplifies and orchestrates the war —cold, hot, 
or lukewarm, depending on the period—between the 
Arabs and the Jewish-Palestinian Yishuv* that has be- 
come the State of Israel. Confronting one another are 
strident assertions, sometimes worked out through ag- 
gressive theorizing. Can one attempt to make any sense 
out of it? 

The accusation that Israel is a colonialist phenomenon 
is advanced by an almost unanimous Arab intelligentsia, 
whether on the right or the left. It is one case where 
Marxist theorizing has come forward with the clearest re- 
sponse to the requirements of the "implicit ideology” of the 
Third World, and has been most widely adopted. 

On the other side, only the Israeli-Zionist left considers 
this charge slanderous. On the right it provokes only 
an uneasiness, more or less pronounced depending on 
how sensitive individuals and groups are to the spread 
of anticolonialist ideology on a world scale. It should 
be added that the theme has acquired an appreciable 
importance in the sphere of international political rela- 
tions, in the diplomatic sphere. In the international forum 
provided by the United Nations, whether Israel is in- 
cluded in the camp of European imperialism or escapes 
this stigma makes a great deal of difference in relations 
with the Afro-Asian countries. 


*Yishuv: Hebrew word for the Jewish community in Pales- 
tine at the time of the British Mandate— Kd. 
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The determination of our people to put an end to 
the hostile conduct of Israel on a portion of the Pal- 
estinian fatherland is equivalent to a decision to liqui- 
date one of the most dangerous pockets of the battle 
being waged by imperialism against the peoples' strug- 
gle. And our consistent policy of going after Israeli 
infiltration in Africa is nothing but an attempt to 
limit the spread of a deadly imperialist cancer. 4 


This concept of Israel as a multi-tentacled imperialist 
agent was especially developed with regard to its infil- 
tration into Africa, for example, by Mehdi ben Barka 
at the World Conference on Palestine held in Cairo 
March 30-April 6, 1965. 4 

Thus, for the Arabs, Israel is an imperialist base set 
up in the Middle East by British imperialism in collu- 
sion with others; it is part of a worldwide imperialist 
system; and therefore the activity it carries on through- 
out the world, whether on its own behalf or on behalf of 
American and European imperialism, is of an imperialist 
nature. This at least is the most common view; and while 
it comes out of left-wing circles, it is accepted on a much 
broader scale. Naturally, this view is accepted or as- 
similated with many nuances.® At the very least, there 
is the feeling of having undergone a humiliation in- 
flicted by a foreign element supported by powerful forces 
in the European-American world. 

Naturally, Zionist and pro-Israeli writers have applied 
themselves to refuting these accusations. 

Thus, these writers stress the socialist character of-the 
Zionist movement. Sweeping Herzl and the official Zion- 
ist Organization under the rug as much as possible, they 
emphasize everything in the present Israeli situation that 
derives from socialist ideologies. They stress the impor- 
tance of the influence of the Marxist Zionist Ber Borochov 
(1881-1917), who stood up to the Zionist Organization, 
interpreting Jewish history in terms of class struggles 
and glorifying the Jewish proletariat, whose victory could 
only become a reality in Palestine. Along with this cur- 
rent, the thought of Aaron David Gordon (1856-1922), 
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@ socialist of Tolstoyan inspiration who praised the value 
of work and who Spent the last part of his life in the 
Degania kibbutz, is brought forward. The ideas of these 
socialist thinkers, whether Marxists or not, are presented 
as havirig become embodied in powerful movements that 


are considered, correctly, to be the concrete products of 
this ideological movement, and are presented as models 
of socialist accomplishment. The implicit conclusion is 


According to some, the State of Israel, fa 
the result of any imperialist wave, was established in the 


of the Mediterranean Arabs. If the English had remained 
in Palestine, they would never have left Egypt, and if 
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Glubb Pasha had conquered the Israelis in 1948, he would 
never have been chased out of Jordan."” Besides, many 
add, this independence was obtained with the help of the 
socialist countries. Czech weapons played a role in it, 
a speech by Gromyko to the UN (often quoted) was 
the prelude to the transformation of a part of Palestine 
into a Jewish state, and the USSR was the first to recog- 
nize this state. 

The difference with the usual criteria used to define 
colonialism is also stressed. In reply to my remarks at 
the Mutualite on March 5, 1964, the Union of Jewish 
Students in France (UEJF) wrote: 


Not one of the traits that characterize colonialism — 
the military lending a strong hand to missionaries 
in order to open up a path for merchants and to make 
it possible to exploit the labor of the colonized —can 
be found in the Jewish immigration movement in 
Palestine. In place of a mother country —Jews chased 
from one country to, another in Europe; in place of 
soldiers—proletarians and intellectuals armed with 
pickaxes; merchants (Jews=merchants?) —there were 
none; as for missionaries, it would be well to recall 
that Zionism was a lay movement inspired by social- 
ism (for example, Borochov).® 


Finally, added to these arguments dealing mainly with 
the inspiration and origin of the Zionist movement and 
the State of Israel are reflections concerning the internal 
relations of the Jewish immigrants with the country's 
Arabs. The purchase of Arab land that provided a foun- 
dation for the Jewish state was not at all an act of plun- 
der, according to Robert Misrahi, who develops this theme 
at length.? On the level of ethics in general, it could be 
said "with Rousseau and Marx that the land belongs 
to those who cultivate it." (p. 2186) But, more concretely, 
and in contrast to the case of Algeria, where "when the 
French arrived, all the good land was cultivated by the 
Algerians, in Palestine the Jewish immigrants found only 
uncultivated land and deserts." (p. 2190) The Arabs, 
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moreover, could be forgiven for not having cultivated 
their land. They had been "feudalized" for four centuries 
by the Turks and exploited by them in colonial style. 
(p. 2194) "Most of the land that was sold belonged to 
big absentee landlords," whether "Turkish landlords re- 
siding in Turkey or in Syria" or "feudal Arab magnates, 
for the most part Syrian" (p. 2203), and therefore ab- 
sent from the country. "To be sure, there were also 
small Arab landholders who sold their land to the Jews." 
But, "weighed down by taxes, tenures, or rents," with 
no "prospect of gain" on collective land divided into lots 
that were redistributed every two years,}° only the money 
they received from selling could make it possible for them 
to develop their methods a little (p. 2204). The purchased 
land, which was paid for at a very high price, was only 
a fraction of the arable land (so there was some, after 
all!) and thus by no means involved a general dispos- 
session of the Arabs. 

The UEJF states: "The essential and original charac- 
teristic of Palestinian Jewish society before 1948 was to 
not depend in any way upon the exploitation of the labor 
of the Arab fellow countrymen. On the contrary, the im- 
provement of the country was accomplished through the 
manual labor of Jewish cooperative laborers and 
kibbutznikim [members of a kibbutz, or collective farm — 
Editor]. Where, then, is the colonialism?" And R. Misrahi 
stresses the conditions under which the Keren Kayemet 
Le-Yisrael (Jewish National Fund or JNF) cedes back 
its lands. "The temporary tenant will, under any and 
all circumstances, have to work his land himself and 
not have it worked by others, whether Jews or Arabs. 
By a detour through Biblical mythology, one thus arrives 
at the revolutionary result of banning exploitation of 
the labor of others" (p. 2201), at least on the lands of 
the JNF (300,000 hectares out of 800,000 presently 
arable) [hectare = 2.47 acres— Editor]. }! 

Thus the Arab Palestinian fellahin [peasants] are not 
exploited. And by the very fact that the Jews have settled 
there, their standard of living, their buying power, and 
their cultural, technical and health standards have been 
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raised to a considerably higher level, so that they are 
now much better off in Israel in every respect than they 
would be in the independent Arab countries. The image 
they present seems to have little in common with that 
of miserable victims of colonialism. 


Poc, HalwoHatbHaa 
Garces 
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The entire angry polemic of the Zionists and the pro- 
Israelis against the image that the Arabs as well asa 
certain number of Marxists have of Israel is, indeed, 
inspired by very powerful psychological stereotypes. The 
victim of colonization is the starving wretch in rags, his 
eyes filled with fear, trapped and miserable, searching 
anxiously for a scrap of food. The colonizer is the mili- 
tary or civilian brute, either arrogantly toying with his 
cane, flaunting himself in a rickshaw pulled by worn- 
out coolies, or else, half-drunk and insensate, raping lit- 
tle black girls. How is it possible to fit into this picture 
either these noble Israeli Arabs whom government pub- 
lications show solemnly placing their votes in a demo- 
cratic ballot box or seriously taking part in the delibera- 
tions of some municipal council, or the kibbutenik with 
his pure face, aglow with idealism, working with his hands 
on the very land Solomon, Isaiah and Jesus trod, having 
overcome and left behind the scars of forebears degraded 
by ghetto life?!2 All the rest is only the rationalization 
of an indignant rejection of the possibility that these 
sharply contrasting images— all of which, moreover, con- 
tain their element of truth —can be reconciled. 

This refusal is understandable. But an attempt must 
be made to investigate the problem a little more seriously. 
The UEJF text mentioned above retains traces of an 
effort to be more rigorous. But, so often, attempts in 


‘this vein slide almost fatally into the kind of concern 


for "realism" in the scholastic sense of the term that feeds 
so many "metaphysical" visions of concrete reality. Some 
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argue as though colonialism were a creation of the mind, 
an immediately recognizable entity, clearly demarcated 
from right to left and top to bottom, and identifiable 
by some unambiguous definition as a plant or animal 
is. This is a common practice that seems impossible to 
uproot and that continues to wreak havoc in the social 
sciences and the ideologies in which they bask. 

There is no such thing as colonialism and imperial- 
ism as such. What there is is a series of social phenom- 
ena in which numerous analogies with one another can 
be found, but also infinite nuances, and which have come 
to be referred to with labels. There is a central core, so 
to speak, on which everyone agrees, but which imper- 
ceptibly tapers off at the outer edges into a region where 
terminology varies according to groups, schools of 
thought, and even individuals. Hence the differing diction- 
ary definitions. 

On the other hand, Zionism is an ideological movement 
of vast scope which has acquired a history that is al- 
ready old and for which percursors can still be found. 
It has always taken many forms and has encompassed 
numerous divergent tendencies, as can be seen from even 
the slightest glance at its tormented and tumultuous his- 
tory, at the schisms and splits it has produced, and at 
the fierce internal struggles that have marked it. In ad- 
dition, as with any ideological movement, one must dif- 
ferentiate between ideal principles and variants that crop 
up in internal tendencies and with the passage of time, 
the implicit or explicit motivations of the masses of fol- 
lowers, the strategic and _ tactical plans of the leaders, 
the fulfillment of these plans (which is always only par- 
tial and which always comes about in somewhat unfor- 
seeable circumstances), the consequences of these plans, 
ete. All this would involve numerous nuances that I am 
afraid could be dealt with here only very inadequately. 

Yet overall characterizations are possible. It cannot 
be. denied that the motivations of the masses who gave 
the Zionist movement its strength had little in common 
with those of the British capitalists, whose imperialist 
ambitions were given theoretical shape by Joseph Cham- 
berlain. These masses were essentially moved by deep 
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disgust with the oppressive conditions they had been sub- 
jected to in Czarist Russia and in Eastern Europe in 
general. Their revolt (as justifiable as any other revolt) 
against these conditions was channeled into various paths 
depending on the groups and individuals involved, and 
in line with their particular situation and history. The 
influence of already existing ideologies (though it varied 
from case to case) played a key role. 

In the face of the humiliating situation confronting them, 
certain assimilated Jews chose political and, occasionally, 
revolutionary struggle in the countries they felt themselves 
to be citizens of, side by side with non-Jews of the same 
persuasion, in the midst of a people they wanted to be 
a part of. Others, like the Bundists,* engaged in similar 
struggles, but in groups made up entirely of Jews. Still 
others rejected any link with the people, country and 
state into which they had been integrated and placed their 
hope in another homeland, a purely Jewish homeland. 
Many were quite indifferent as to the actual location of 
this homeland. In 1904, a French Jew who was making 
inquiries at Berdichev noted that the local Jews were not 
concerned about whether or not he and his companions 
were Zionists. More than anything else, they wanted to 
know if they were not delegates from the Jewish Coloni- 
zation Association which was setting up Jewish agricul- 
tural colonies almost everywhere, especially in America. 
"Indeed, Palestine is less attractive to them than emigra- 
tion."13 Yet several factors were to give Palestine special 
preference in the dreams of the future. 

The location of the Jewish homeland was not the least 
bit in doubt for those who remained tied to the ancestral 
religion providing they had rejected religious objections 
against carrying out divine plans with purely temporal 
means. The entire Jewish tradition, kept alive from gen- 
eration to generation through reading and studying the 
sacred texts and their commentaries, through prayers 


- *Members of the Bund: the "General Jewish Workers Union 
of Lithuania, Poland, and Russia;" an important Jewish so- 
cialist, anti-Zionist organization founded in 1897 and de 
stroyed during World War II— Ed. 
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and in all of the literature, named Palestine, in the cir- 
cumlocution of Deuteronomy, "the land which the Lord 
your God giveth you to inherit’; this country that till 
the end of time was to be the site of the Messianic reign 
of happiness and joy, in the shadow of the city of 
Jerusalem, "the city of the Great King," where, at the end 
of each Passover meal, one expresses the hope of finding 
oneself the following year. Many of those who were 
moving away in varying degrees from the ancestral 
religion (with the usual inconsistency of waning ideologies) 
retained intact the attachment for this country that had 
been passed down by such a persistent cultural tradition. 
The nationalist orientation of the movement could not 
help but favor an ideological development in which the 
one historically certified homeland of the Jews as Jews 
would play a central role. Even socialists, whether Marxist 
or Tolstoyan, quite naturally adopted this choice of 
location once they chose to orient toward a regroupment 
of Jews in a new homeland. A purely Jewish socialist 
society would have to be located somewhere and what 
better region to shelter it in than the one indicated by all 
of Jewish history? 

There was not necessarily any colonialist or imperialist 
orientation per se in the motivations underlying this choice. 
The element that made it possible to connect these as- 
Pirations of Jewish shopkeepers, peddlers, craftsmen, and 
intellectuals in Russia and elsewhere to the conceptual 
orbit of imperialism was one small detail that seemed 
to be of no importance: Palestine was inhabited by another 
people. It would be very interesting to go through news- 
papers and books to see what kind of ideas the Jewish 
masses of Eastern Europe had about the indigenous pop- 
ulations in Palestine. They must have been very vague, 
bearing only a remote resemblance to reality. Besides, 
in terms of the ideals whose realization was seen occurring 
in some far off future, the "Palestinophilia" of the Russian 
Jew, as it was called, lacked any clearly defined political 
goal, and consequently did not even deal with the ques- 
tion. 

This "Palestinophilia" or Jewish counterreaction to the 
wave of anti-Semitism unleashed in 1881, which Simon 
Dubnow calls the "second reaction," 14 was based on simple 
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ideas. "Lilienblum, Pinsker, Lewanda," writes this learned 
historian (an anti-Zionist Jewish nationalist), "out of dis- 
appointment in their hope of civil emancipation, 
proclaimed the slogan: 'We are strangers everywhere, 
we must return home!’ This simple, elementary response 
to the complex national question became an alluring 
theory for many, but in practice bore only limited results. 
The great masses of emigrants could not find room 
enough for themselves on the narrow path of Palestinian 
colonization foreseen by the pioneers and enthusiasts of 
the idea. The annual emigration of several hundred men 
to Palestine, at a time when tens of thousands were leaving 
for America, made hopes of transplanting the core of the 
Jewish people from the Diaspora to the historical homeland 
appear groundless." 15 

In the period of hoping, one either held onto one's 
religious belief and placed confidence in God to mysteri- 
ously convert the presence of a few scattered pioneers 
into a Messianic kingdom, or one put off the problem 
into an indefinite future. Any thought about the coun- 
try's current inhabitants scarcely disturbed what were 
vague ideas based only on problems relating to Judaism 
or Jewishness. Only a few lucid minds (among them the 
theoretician of "spiritual Zionism," Ahad Ha'am, as early 
as 1891) drew attentiqgn to the fact that Palestine was 
not an empty territory and that this posed problems. 16 
They hardly met with any response at all. A quite ex- 
cusable and understandable indifference, but one that bore 
within it the seed of future conflicts. Moreover, it was an 
indifference linked to European supremacy, which bene- 
fited even Europe's proletarians and oppressed minori- 
ties. In fact, there can be no doubt that if the ancestral 
homeland had been occupied by one of the well-established 
industrialized nations that ruled the world at the time, 
one that had thoroughly settled down in a territory it 
had infused with a powerful national consciousness, then 
the problem of displacing German, French, or English 
inhabitants and introducing a new, nationally coherent 
element into the middle of their homeland would have 
been in the forefront of the consciousness of even the most 
ignorant and destitute Zionists. 

But European supremacy had planted in the minds 
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of even the most deprived of those who shared in it the 
idea that any territory outside Europe was open to Euro- 
pean occupation. From this point of view the Zionist 
brand of utopia was essentially no different from social- 
ist utopias like Cabet's Icaria. It was a matter of finding 
an empty territory—empty not necessarily in the sense 
of actual absence of inhabitants, but rather of a kind 
of cultural barrenness. Outside the boundaries of civiliza- 
tion, as Metternich said, European "colonies" could be 
freely placed not in opposition to but in the midst of 
more or less backward peoples; these "colonies" could 
not help but become poles of development, to use a re 
cent term anachronistically. The Ottoman Empire to which 
Palestine belonged seemed at the very least to be covered 
with culturally barren spots. 

This stands out most clearly in the developmental stage 
of the theory, in the works of the theoretical founders 
of political Zionism. Leo Pinsker (1831-1891), an as- 
similationist who was converted to Jewish nationalism 
by the pogroms of 1881, noted the turning of Russian 
and Rumanian Jews toward Palestine in the wake of this 
martyrdom. "However much in error this turn might have 
been... it is no less a testimony to their just instincts 
as a people: they realize they must have their own home- 
land."17 The basic aspiration was just, but the focus 
of the Jewish hopes was a little gratuitous, he thought. 
"We cannot dream about restoring ancient Judea. It would 
no longer be possible for us to begin anew there where 
once our political life was brutally interrupted and de- 
stroyed.... The goal of our efforts must not be the 
Holy Land, but a Land Of Our Own. All we need is a 
large territory for our ill-fated brothers, a territory that re- 
mains our own property and from which no foreign master 
can chase us. ... It is even possible that the Holy Land 
will again become our country. So much the better. But 
the most important thing is to determine quite simply 
which country is open to us... ."48 

The country had to be selected above all on the basis 
of the objective advantages it offered. "The territory that 
we are to acquire must be fertile, favorably located, and 
large enough to accommodate several million men... 
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The choice could be made between a small territory in 
North America or a soverign pashalik* whose neutrality 
would be guaranteed as much by the Porte** as by other 
powers."19 A committee of experts would decide. It will 
perhaps opt for Palestine or Syria if it is possible "to 
make the country very productive within a certain length 
of time." If it opts for America, it will have to hurry be- 
cause "today the acquisition of vast domains in America 
is not too risky an undertaking," but the population of the 
United States is growing very quickly. However, all this 
is of secondary importance compared to the "self-eman- 
cipation of the Jewish people as a nation, through the 
creation of a Jewish colonial community destined one 
day to become our inalienable, inviolable homeland — 
our own homeland [emphasis added]."20 The objection 
to all this was certainly foreseen, but not in terms of the 
rights of the people in whose midst they were to settle, 
but rather in terms of a collision between political powers: 
"What country will permit us to set ourselves up asa 
nation within the confines of its territory?’ Well, the govern- 
ments that have persecuted us will help us, for they "will 
no doubt take as much pleasure in seeing us leave as 
we will in leaving." And "it is obvious that the creation 
of a Jewish home could never happen without the sup- 
port of governments."21 

Things were seen no differently fourteen years after 
Pinsker's manifesto in the other great manifesto —the one 
that got the Zionist movement proper going — The Jewish 
State by Herzl (another assimilated Jew who converted). 
And the convergence in the ideas of these two authors 
who did not know each other is significant. "Two ter- 
ritories are under consideration: Palestine and Argentina. 
Experiments in Jewish colonization worth noting have 
taken place on these two points. ... Should preference 
be given to Palestine or Argentina? The Society [the "So- 
ciety of Jews" which Herzl proposed be founded to repre- 


*Pashalik: Ottoman administrative district governed by a 
pasha — Ed. 


** Porte: the Ottoman government— Ed. 
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sent all Jews who supported the idea of a Jewish state — 
MB] will take what it is offered, taking into account in- 
dications of Jewish public opinion regarding it. It will 
look into both. Argentina is one of the richest countries 
of the world in natural resources, colossal in size and 
with a small population and a temperate climate. It would 
be of great interest to the Argentine republic to grant us 
a piece of its territory .. . Palestine is our unforgettable 
historical homeland. Its name alone would be a power- 
fully stirring rallying cry for our people." 

Thus, due to the very fact that they specified the ul- 
timate goal in terms of a Jewish state, the theoreticians 
naturally had to be much more concerned than the 
masses, in their confused aspirations, were with the loca- 
tion of the country to be occupied and the attitude of 
the governments and peoples concerned toward their de- 
mands. Pinsker, who was less realistic, was satisfied to 
hope that the shores they reached would be less inhos- 
pitable than the countries they left, and that the govern- 
ments of these countries (especially Russia) would help 
with the migration. Herzl had a better grasp of the con- 
crete problems. But if, beginning with his manifesto, he 
was exceedingly. preoccupied with governments and their 
attitude, he viewed the public opinion of the peoples af- 
fected as nothing more than a collection of prejudices 
that would have to be defused and combatted. 

Both his approach and that of the organization he 
created were approaches that unquestionably fit into the 
great movement of European expansion in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, the great European imperialist 
groundswell. There is no reason whatsoever to be sur- 
prised or even indignant at this. Except for a section (only 
a section) of the European socialist parties and a few 
rare revolutionary and liberal elements, colonization at 
the time was essentially taken to mean the spreading 
of progress, civilization and well-being. 


The world at that time was dominated by the great 
European imperialist powers. Any undertaking aiming 
to bring about a political transformation would have 
to obtain at least their consent, and better yet, their sup- 
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port. For this, it would have to offer advantages for 
these powers and fit into their plans. And that was a 
consideration that any realistic mind would have to take 
into account. Around the same period, the father of Mos- 
lem nationalism, Jamal ad-din al-Afghani, was spend- 
ing his life, like Herzl, sounding out which powers might 
back his plans, attempting to play off one against the 
other. 

Pinsker, as we have seen, had already been aware of 
the need for this policy. Herzl was very clear about it. 
It is in fact on this point that he polemicized against 
Zionists who preceded him, against what was sometimes 
called hovevei-zionism,*3 and implicitly also against the 
"spiritual Zionism" of Ahad Ha'am,24 who wanted only 
to form a "spiritual center" in Palestine around which 
the ideal unity of the scattered Jewish nation could crys- 
tallize. Scattered agricultural colonies struck Herzl as in- 
effectual. They are based on "the false principle of suc- 
cessive infiltration." But, “infiltration must always end 
badly because, without fail, the moment comes when the 
government, on the urging of the populations who feel 
they are threatened, stops the influx of Jews from the 
outside. As a result, immigration is only truly viable 
if it is based on assurances of our sovereignty. The So- 
ciety of Jews will negotiate with the sovereign authori- 
ties of the territories in question, and it will do so under 
the protectorate of the European powers, if they find the 
arrangement to their liking." 25 

And Herzl attempted to portray the advantages the new 
state could hold in store for those who ceded territory 
for it and for those powers who helped bring about this 
transfer of land. Here is what he foresaw, should Pal- 
estine be the territory selected: 


If His Majesty the Sultan were to give us Palestine, 
we could undertake to regulate Turkey's finances. 
For Europe, we would constitute a bulwark against 
Asia down there, we would be the advance post of 
civilization against barbarism. As a_ neutral state, 
we would remain in constant touch with all of Europe, 
which would guarantee our existence. 26 
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It would have been difficult to place Zionism any more 
clearly within the framework of European imperialist poli- 
cies. This was indeed the path followed by the Zionist 
Organization, founded by Herzl at the Congress of Basel 
in August 1897. The program adopted at Basel defined 
the goal of Zionism as "the creation in Palestine of a 
homeland for the Jewish people guaranteed by public 
law (die Schaffung einer oeffentlich-rechtlich gesicherten 
Heimstaette in Palaestina)." The term "guaranteed by pub- 
lic law" had been hotly debated. "Guaranteed by public 
law" (from the text of the initial plan) appeared too vague, 
and "guaranteed by international public law (voelkerrecht- 
lich gesicherte)"27 too restrictive. In the thinking of the 
founders, the text that was adopted meant: to seek au- 
tonomy for a Jewish Palestine under the sovereignty of 
the sultan and with the guarantee of the great powers. 
Christian Lebanon provided a precedent. A pact or charter 
guaranteed by the great powers was to set down the re- 
spective rights and duties of the Ottoman sovereign and 
the Jewish colonists. The underlying desire for a com- 
pletely independent Jewish state was not expressed, though 
it was certainly there in the background. Besides, this 
was a time when territories within the Ottoman Empire 
that were inhabited by other peoples were being granted 
independence one after the other. Why should the future 
Jewish territory be any exception? 

The four points of the Basel program flowed in the 
most logical fashion from such an ultimate goal: the 
development of craft and agricultural colonization in Pal- 
estine; an effort to organize the scattered Jewish people, an 
effort to: increase their "national consciousness,” and last 
but not least, the undertaking of preliminary steps to 
obtain the necessary governmental agreements. 

Everyone could see that once the goal was a Jewish 
state, and not scattered colonies or a purely spiritual 
center, the support of the great powers would be neces- 
‘sary. First of all directly, so that the pact with the Ot- 
toman sultan, who for the time being had sovereignty 
over Palestine, would enjoy international guarantees 
against the dangers of any attempt to renege on it (the 
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massacres of Armenians gave some idea of the catastroph- 
ic consequences such an attempt could lead to). And then 
also indirectly, to pressure the sultan, if he proved stub- 
born, into allowing free immigration, or more funda- 
mentally, into granting autonomy. In all these eventuali- 
ties, the perspective was inevitably placed within the 
framework of the European assault on the Ottoman Em- 
pire, this "sick man" whose complete dismemberment was 
postponed by the rivalries of the great powers but who, 
in the meantime, was subjected to all kinds of interference, 
pressures, and threats. An imperialist setting if there ever 
was one. 

This search for the indispensable backing of the great 
powers inescapably dictated Zionist policy toward them — 
to play upon their rivalries; to pressure them to the extent 
that this was made possible by the electoral or financial 
power of their Jewish populations, even when the latter 
had been only theoretically won to Zionism; or, on the 
other hand, to play on their anti-Semitism and their de- 
sire to get rid of the Jews. It was in this spirit that in 
1903 Herzl reached a ‘general agreement on fundamen- 
tals with the sinister Plehve, Czarist minister of the in- 
terior and organizer of pogroms, 28 inaugurating a politi- 
cal tradition of converging the Zionist program with that 
of the anti-Semites (something Herzl proudly admitted), 29 
and which was to be almost fatal. 30 

Every revisionist political plan had to follow this kind 
of policy, and as we have already seen, this was also 
the policy of various nationalist tendencies in the Moslem 
world, in the early stages of Egyptian and Arab national- 
ism in particular. But Zionist Jewish nationalism had the 
advantage of being able to count on more or less power- 
ful support among citizens of the imperialist states them- 
selves and to draw upon a mass base in Eastern Europe. 
The Europeanism of the Zionists made it possible for 
them to present their plan as part of the same movement 
of European expansion that each power was developing 
on its own behalf. Hence, the many statements pointing 
out that it was in the general interest of Europe or civ- 
ilization (which amounted to the same thing), or even 
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in the particular interest of this or that power, to sup- 
port the Zionist movement. This was perfectly natural 
given the atmosphere of the period. There is no need 


_ for us to moralize by applying to the Zionist leaders 


or masses of that time criteria that have become common 
today. But neither do we have the right to deny that 
their attitude was what it was, nor to disregard its ob- 
jective consequences. 

It was within this perspective that the Zionist plan was 
presented. It is within this perspective that it became a 
reality. This was made possible by a British political 
charter, the Balfour Declaration of November 2, 1917, 
which informed Lord Rothschild that "His Majesty's gov- 
ernment view with favour the establishment in Palestine 
of a national home for the Jewish people. .. ." What 
were the motives of the British government, and what 
was the respective weight of each? This is a difficult his- 
torical problem to resolve in detail with great accuracy, 
but the general outline of such a solution is rather easy 
to perceive.*} Let us, along with the Arab historian 
George Antonius, moreover, discard the stale anti-Semitic 
theories that would have the declaration be payment in 
return for the alleged efforts of American Jews to draw 
the United States into World War I, or even the large- 
scale purchase of war bonds by British Jews (actually, 
those Jews who bought the most were anti-Zionist). We 
must also discard the romantic theory that claimed it 
was a reward to the Zionist leader Chaim Weizmann 
for inventing a powerful explosive! On the other hand, 
one cannot accept this same Weizmann's thesis that the 
declaration was above all a "unique act of the world 
conscience"32_ helped more than anything else by the allur- 
ing appeal the great Zionist Return held out for British 
souls brought up on the Bible.33 Certainly this feeling 
played some role in the background. But the cabinet 
of a nation involved in a hazardous and difficult world 
war does not decide to take actions of such scope on 
the basis of such feelings. Actually, Weizmann knew this 
very well, for having been warned that the anti-Zionist 
Jewish minister Edwin Montagu*4 was going to violently 
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Oppose the declaration at a discussion of the problem 
by the War Cabinet, he made sure the cabinet received 
a note containing these words: "... in submitting our 
resolution we entrusted our national and Zionist destiny 
to the Foreign Office and the Imperial War Cabinet in 
the hope that the problem would be considered in the 
light of imperial interests and the principles for which 
the Entente  stands."35 [Emphasis in the original — 
Editor]. 

The great motives behind the: declaration lie in the 
desired propagandistic impact on the Jews of the Central 
Empires and Russia, and the hope of developing a claim 
in the future liquidation of the Ottoman Empire. The 
Jews of Germany (where the offices of the Zionist Or- 
ganization were located until 19 14) and of Austria-Hun- 
gary had been won to the war effort largely because 
it involved fighting Czarist Russia, persecutor of the Jews. 
In conquered Russian territory, the Germans had given 
the appearance of being protectors of the oppressed Jews 
and their liberators "from the Muscovite yoke."36 The 
Russian Revolution reinforced defeatist tendencies inside 
Russia. An important role in the Russian revolutionary 
movement was attributed to Jews. It was crucial to give 
them reasons to support the allied cause. It is by no 
means coincidental that the Balfour Declaration pre- 
ceded by five days the fateful date of November 7 (Oc- 
tober 25 on the Julian calendar) when the Bolsheviks 
took power. One of the aims of the declaration was to 
Support Kerensky. Thought was also given to the weight 
of the Jews in the United States, a country that had just 
joined forces with the Allies. A maximum effort on its 
part was needed at a time when it was more inclined 
toward pacifism.37 The German and Austrian Zionists, 
who were carrying on negotiations with their governments 
to obtain a kind of "Balfour Declaration" from the Turk- 
ish government,3®& had to be brought along. As far as 
Palestine was concerned, it was not a bad prospect for 
England to have at its disposal in the-Near East a popu- 
lation tied to it both by recognition and need at a time 
when the agreement of the Sharif of Mecca, Hussein, to 
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mount a revolt against the Turks had been obtained 
by promising him a large Arab kingdom; when the 
secret Sykes-Picot agreement (at the beginning of 1916) 
had divided up this same region into zones of influence 
between England and France; and when the latter was 
using its Lebanese contacts especially to lay plans for 
a greater Syria (including Palestine) under French in- 
fluence.3® To make a special question out of Palestine, 
and to grant Great Britain a particular responsibility 
for it, was to provide itself with a solid basis for mak- 
ing demands during the partition that would follow the 
war. Weizmann insists that it was he and his staff who 
first asked the reticent English to assume a protectorate 
role over the future Jewish state.4° Perhaps. But, the 
suggestion ended up being very favorably received. And 
the big obstacle was France, which, through Georges 
_ Picot, was laying claim to this protectorate over Pales- 
tine if a Jewish state were created. 4! 

The Balfour Declaration, which was a British political 
act, could only be applied in the wake of a successful mili- 
tary undertaking attributable essentially to Great Britain, 
backed up by France and the United States: victory over 
the Ottoman Empire in Palestine and Syria4? at the end 
of 1917 and in 1918. At that point, the most concrete 
political problems were raised. Until then, as Weizmann 
says, the Arab question had not been in the foreground 
and the Zionists had in fact ignored it.43 Now it became 
crucial. All of a sudden, the Arabs became an important 
element in the political game. 

Several decades earlier it might have been possible to 
carry through the Zionist plan on the level the political 
Zionists envisaged through deals between a Zionist Or- 
ganization, endowed with great resources, and govern- 
ments, essentially those of the European imperialist pow- 
ers. Unfortunately for them, the stage for putting this 
plan into effect arrived at a time when nationalism was 
taking shape in the Moslem countries too. In Sultan Abdul 
Hamid, the Zionist leaders had run into the reticence of 
a landlord who saw that his Empire might once again 
be carved up.44 They had run into religious resistance 
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among his entourage, and they had met with the very 
justified fear of the Ottoman government that the intro- 
duction of a new "national" element into the heart of the 
Empire would end, as it had in Greece, Bulgaria, Ru- 
mania, and Serbia, with demands for independence sup- 
ported from outside, and in new and fatal wars for the 
Empire. This very perceptive analysis finally led the sul- 
tan to decide to turn down offers from Herzl that seem 
to have strongly appealed to him from a financial point 
of view,4® but which he used primarily as a way of get- 
ting other no less disinterested parties to increase their 
offers to help restore the Ottoman finances. 46 

The quite recent remarkable study by Neville Mandel, 47 
which is based on the best sources, demonstrates that, 
contrary to the prevailing opinion up to now, Arab re- 
sistance to Zionist colonization in Palestine began as soon 
as this colonization got under way, well before the war 
of 1914-1918. But at first it was not political. The peas- 
ants opposed the Zionist colonies to the degree that they 
collided with their interests; then they resigned them- 
selves and set up a modus vivendi with them that was 
sometimes to their own advantage. If the big landholders 
rejoiced at the jump in the price of land, and if the masses 
remained indifferent, in the cities the merchants and all 
those belonging to what we would call the service in- 
dustry (a layer made up mostly of Christians) protested, 
fearing eventual economic competition. The stir made by 
Herzl's book in 1896, the first Zionist political congress 
in 1897, and the steps Herzl had taken with the sultan 
began to give a boost to the opposition, but the Otto- 
man government's hostility to Zionism seemed assurance 
that the danger remained very remote. Arab nationalism, 
which was developing with difficulty in opposition to the 
Turks, and which, in the beginning, attracted Christians 
especially, began to show through in protests against 
Zionist colonization only after 1905. The Young Turk 
Revolution of 1908, which granted freedom of political 
expression and permitted the formation of parties, made 
it possible for groups to articulate diffuse feelings of dis- 
content, to draw appropriate conclusions in programs 
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and to try to mobilize the masses around them. From 
another angle, the policy of Turkization that quickly be- 
came the policy of the group in power, the Union and 
Progress Committee, contributed heavily toward harden- 
ing the positions of the Arabs and pushing the Moslems 
toward Arab nationalism. Arab members of the Ottoman 
parliament brought up the question of Zionism there. 
The shape of things on the political level still greatly 
complicated the picture. On the one hand the Union and 
Progress Committee maintained restrictions imposed on 
Jewish immigration into Palestine, but on the other hand 
it was driven by its financial difficulties to open up dis- 
cussions with the Zionists—as had its political rival, the 
liberal Entente—as a way of bargaining over any lib- 
eralization of these measures. It had enough confidence 
in its political power to not share Abdul Hamid's fears 
about the possible consequences of Zionism. Arab poli- 
ticians remained in large part anti-Zionist and denounced 
what they saw as full-blown collusion between the Zion- 
ists and the Unionists, often supporting their argument 
by pointing to the important participation in the Com- 
mittee of the donmes from Salonica, who were descen- 
dants of a crypto-Jewish sect. Yet those who had the 
broadest view of things, and who also had the least con- 
tact with local reactions, had in mind a union of sepa- 
ratist nationalist movements against the Ottoman cen- 
tralism of the Young Turks. In this perspective, the 
Zionist movement, which had at its disposal powerful 
financial means and numerous personalities who were 
both on a high intellectual level and had a great deal 
of political experience, could be of great help to the young, 
inexperienced, weak, and poor Arab nationalist movement. 
Discussions were carried on and continued with deceptive 
vicissitudes until 1914. Following one resounding set- 
back, Nassif Bey al-Khalidi, the Arab engineer from 
Jerusalem who was an advocate of Arab-Zionist agree- 
ment, made a disillusioned and perceptive warning that 
has been found in the Zionist archives. In French, he 
told Dr. Thon of the Zionist Bureau in Jaffa: 

"Be very careful, Messieurs Zionists, governments dis- 
appear, but peoples remain."48 


In What Way is Israel a Colonial Phenomenon? 51 


The Zionists were hardly concerned at all about the 
reactions of the Arabs—and it is here that the uncon- 
sciously imperialist element in their thinking stands out. 
"The Jewish immigrants came to Palestine believing it 
to be a desolate, sparsely inhabited country. They were 
too busy with their own business and too ignorant of 
Arabic to notice what was going on around them. Since 
it was the Turks who ruled Palestine, they turned all 
their attention toward the Turks. This approach did not 
help make the Jews popular with the Arabs." 49 

The end of World War I, coming at a time when the 
Arab national movement was becoming a factor of prime 
importance, made a few Zionist Jews take cognizance of 
the significance of this problem. This factor, hardly even 
noticed before, strengthened the convictions of many non- 
Zionist Jews, who made some very perceptive warnings, 5° 
This was not enough to radically alter the attitude of the 
Zionist leaders, who were urged on by the very logic 
of the position they had started out with. They essentially 
viewed the Arab national movement as something de- 
pendent on Great Britain,51 disregarding the real—and 
especially the potential—mass base of the Arab leaders 
at that time; and while the latter were, in fact, sometimes 
simply British agents, more often they were men who were 
playing their British card with the same ulterior motives 
as the Zionists themselves. Yet it must certainly be recog- 
nized that their freedom of action and maneuver was 
limited by the need to not look like traitors in the eyes 
of the masses. Thus the deep feeling of the masses, even 
if it remained unexpressed, weighed heavily in the situa- 
tion. By disregarding this element, which only became 
stronger as time went on, the Zionist leaders were re- 
vealing a frame of mind that the colonialist world view 
dominant in Europe at the time both explained and ex- 
cused. This did not make it any less the same frame 
of mind, nor did it lead any less irrevocably to future 
catastrophes. 

Settling the war was difficult, as we know. It was a 
series of sordid deals ("the whole disgusting scramble," 
said Wilson) against a background of more or less brutal 
reactions (depending on what was possible) on the part 
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of the populations whose fate was being decided. Only 
the Turks were able to mobilize enough forces on favor- 
able terrain to be in a position to have any real weight 
in deciding the outcome. The British had made promise 
after promise — all contradictory. This was due to changes 
in thinking and circumstances in the course of the war, 
and also to diverging points of view in the various in- 
stances. Because of competition between the French, the 
English, and the Czarist Russians, the Sykes-Picot Agree- 
ment had foreseen an international administration for 
Palestine. But up to a point the Russian Revolution ren- 
dered the agreement out-of-date and in need of revision. 
The tendency of the British to make sure they received 
territorial guarantees had only increased during the war 
because of several factors: the desire to make sure they 
had a rampart from which the Suez Canal could be pro- 
tected, plans for "insuring a territorial continuity between 
Egypt and India,"52 and a determination to hold back 
and counterbalance the French protectorate over Syria 
proper and Lebanon to which they had been forced to 
agree. The Balfour Declaration remained the main ar- 
gument upon which the British could base their claims 
during the post-war bargaining. And the task of the Eng- 
lish: was made easier by the clear position of the Zionist 
executive committee favoring plans for a British protec- 
torate over a French protectorate. 53 

Thus Britons and Zionists backed each other on the 
question of Palestine. This is not to say that the English 
paid no attention to the Arab clients they were counting 
on despite the disillusionments caused by British repu- 
diation of promises made to the Arabs. The Arab masses 
were indignant, and occasionally this spilled over into 
brutal actions. The Arab chiefs thought it wiser to maneu- 
ver and try to get as much as possible, without refusing 
(despite a few fruitless attempts to look in another direc- 
tion) to play their British card. All the more so since there 
were great personal advantages for them in this approach. 

The foremost efforts by the Zionists to reach an agree- 
ment with the Arabs occurred during this period. Nat- 
urally, these were summit agreements. They fitted into 
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British policy in that they aimed, on the one hand, to 
reconcile contradictory promises that had piled up dur- 
ing the war, and on the other hand to set up a series 
of buffer states under British influence that would pro- 
tect Suez on the Asian side, keep an eye on a worrisome 
Kemalist Turkey allied with an even more worrisome 
Soviet Russia, and offset the possible influence of that 
troublesome ally — France. It was on the advice of Allenby, 
commander-in-chief of the British troops, that Weizmann 
established contact with Emir Faisal, the son of Sharif 
Hussein and commander of the Arab troops, as early 
as June 1918, when the Turks still occupied almost all 
of Palestine. Weizmann and Faisal found common ground, 
and the following year, when the Peace Conference opened 
in Paris, they concluded a noteworthy agreement. Faisal, 
head of the delegation to the Peace Conference from 
Hejaz, and the only spokesman for the Arabs at the con- 
ference, was in a difficult situation. He was chiefly ex- 
posed to the hostility of France, which insisted that the 
Sykes-Picot Agreement be put into effect, and which looked 
with suspicion on a future Arab state influenced by Eng- 
land since it could serve as a catalyst to a nationalist 
awakening in French North Africa. Clemenceau had just 
agreed in principle to give Mosul and Palestine to Lloyd 
George in return for compensation. Before this private 
agreement could be ratified by the conference, agreement 
on the fate of Palestine had to be obtained from all par- 
ties concerned. Faisal's English friends, and especially 
Lawrence, were the only support he had in this strange 
world of European diplomacy into which he had all of 
a sudden been catapulted, and they were pushing him 
to reach an agreement with the Zionists. Weizmann had 
struck him as being likeable, and had been careful to 
"present the entire affair in as inoffensive a way as pos- 
sible,"*4 which had also been the unchanging policy fol- 
lowed by Herzl and his successors. Faisal, who for the 
time being had nothing, was certainly tempted, much 
more than Arab historians will admit, by the idea of 
giving Palestine to the Jews in return for a large, inde- 
pendent Arab state that this small Jewish Palestine would 
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furnish with the most valuable technical aid. He played 
a somewhat hypocritical game, since he could not hope 
to get this policy easily accepted by the Arab masses 
_ who provided his base, especially by those in Palestine. 55 
In short, it was a matter of allowing several thousand 
Jewish colonists who had a higher level of technical skill 
to settle next to a vast Arab state that was already rich 
in ethnic and religious minorities, and to bring with them 
the numerous advantages promised by the Zionist Or- 
ganization. The deliberately vague slogan of a "National 
Jewish Home" did not raise the questions of sovereignty 
in a provocative way for the time being.56 Weizmann 
indicated his displeasure at hearing Tardieu, the French 
representative to the Council of Ten, officially state in 
February 1919 that France would not be opposed to 
a British mandate over Palestine, nor to the creation 
of a Jewish state. "We ourselves had been very careful 
not to use this term," he writes. 57 

Both parties to the Faisal-Weizmann agreement saw it 
as a way of helping to get the Peace Conference to of- 
ficially recognize their respective goals. Faisal wanted 
a great, independent Arab kingdom, and Weizmann 
wanted to get as far as possible along the road toward 
Jewish colonization of Palestine and an autonomous Jew- 
ish territory under an English protectorate. The former 
yielded to English protection as a way of attaining his 
goal, especially in opposition to France, and the latter 
sought this protection as a defense against possible ene- 
mies of his plan. Faisal accepted Jewish colonization in 
Palestine in advance as being potentially advantageous. 
He felt his acceptance could serve to win the agreement 
first of Great Britain, and then the allies, for his own 
plan. But he was not blind to the possible dangers of the 
pact they had made; when warned about hostile reactions 
by local Arabs, he was careful to add a postscript to the 
agreement that was "perfectly understandable in light of 
the extent to which he was involved," as Weizmann ob- 
jectively recognized.5& This postscript made everything 
depend on the granting of Arab independence. The least 
modification or the slightest deviation from the demands 
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made in his memorandum of January 4, 1919, would 
again place a question mark over the entire agreement. 59 
But for the moment the agreement existed. "I think it is 
proper to say," admitted Weizmann, "that the existence 
of that agreement had much to do with the positive at- 
titude of the Big Four toward Zionist aspirations," 60 

Without going into the complex details of the negotia- 
tions that followed, the thing to remember is that it all 
led to the mandate over Palestine that the League of Na- 
tions granted to Great Britain on July 24, 1922. This 
mandate explicitly ratified the Balfour Declaration in the 
name of the world community and gave the mandatory 
power "the responsibility of setting up a political, admini- 
strative, and economic state of affairs in the country such 
as to insure the establishment of the national home for 
the Jewish people."61 It designated the Zionist Organiza- 
tion as having certain responsibilities in terms of Pales- 
‘tinian administration as far as Jewish questions were 
concerned. 

From these facts, the following conclusions seem to 
me indisputable. Efforts to carry out the Zionist plan 
only got under way because of a political decision made 
by Great Britain under pressure from the Zionist Or- 
ganization. In order to get support for its general policy 
from what it saw as an effective pressure group consisting 
of Jews in the Russian Empire and the United States, 
Great Britain went along without asking many questions 
about the real links these Jews had with political Zionism. 
It also went along because the decision in question ap- 
peared to serve its interests in a Near East that had just 
emerged from the war, and that is the way the Zionist 
leaders presented the matter. Great Britain felt that this 
course could be reconciled, at least in the long run, with 
its support for the Arab princes of the Hashemite dy- 
nasty and with their support for Britain in return. 

The Zionist leaders helped bring about this reconcilia- 
tion by playing down, for the time being, their plan for 
a Jewish state, and by being content to call for settle- 
ment facilities in Palestine and for the right of free im- 
migration. In short, the Arabs were most justified in 
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regarding the transplanting of a new and foreign element 
on Palestinian soil (an element whose vast majority were 
Europeans at that time) as something imposed on them 
by a European power thanks to the military victory of 
one group of European powers over another group with 
whom the Ottoman Empire had been allied. 

These conclusions must be considered basic. Actually, 
the Zionists tend to trace the beginning of the Jewish 
state to either the first Jewish colonization in Palestine 
during the first wave of immigration (the First Aliya) 
from 1882 to 1903, which places the emphasis on the au- 
tonomous movement of the Jewish masses; or to the so- 
called War of Independence in 1948, which puts the stress 
on the refusal of the Arabs to accept the UN partition 
decision and on the bad faith, if not avowed hostility, 
of England against which the terrorist struggle of the 
preceding years had been unleashed. Naturally, the role 
of Jewish colonization prior to 1914 was important. But 
the existence of 85,000 Jews in Palestine in 1914 (which 
fell to around 56,000 in the course of the war) played 
only a very secondary role in the adoption of the Bal- 
four Declaration. Later, the demand for independence 
for the Yishuv (the Jewish colony in Palestine) was only 
conceivable on the basis of the fact that there were 539,000 
Jews in Palestine, or 31.5 percent of the total population 
(in 1943), whereas the proportion had been only 11 
percent in 1922.62 This massive immigration had only 
been made possible because of British protection, obtained 
in the manner already described. It would have been 
inconceivable on such a large scale, and with the alarming 
claims it was making, under an independent Arab state 
free from external pressures. The Zionist leaders in the 
mandate period were well aware of this when they called 
for strengthening the regiment of British police and op- 
posed the creation of any representative body that might 
reduce, however slightly, the authority of the high com- 
missioner. 63 

Subsequent events show that Faisal would not have 
been able to enforce the agreement he had more or less 
been forced to accept unless there were a drastic reduc- 
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tion in Zionist aspirations. In any event, his bargaining 

was based upon an inner imperialist logic that destroyed 
not merely his hopes but the very conditions in which 

he would have had some chance of getting his people 

to go along with his approach. He had to beat a retreat, 

and the facts show that it was Great Britain that laid 

the basis for making a reality out of Herzl's dream, that 

laid the basis for the Jewish state—even if later on it 
regretted having done so. 

The Arabs too had managed to acquire a basis for their 
future independence only because of British support. The 
very events that had laid the basis for the Jewish state 
had freed them from the Turkish yoke. But they were 
bitterly disappointed. Instead of the great, united inde- 
pendent state they had been promised, Arab territory 
in Asia was divided, subjected to the protectorate of two 
great European powers under the hypocrit:-al cloak of 
the mandate, and saddled with numerous restrictions 
limiting their freedom to decide their own affairs in favor 
of the "rights" of a third party. Within the Arab king- 
doms or republics placed under mandate, political or- 
ganizations were able to develop with greater or fewer 
restrictions depending on the period and the area. Their 
national character, and their call for independence in 
a more or less distant future, were acknowledged. This 
also provided a basis on which a struggle around the 
demand of total independence could be built. 

There was a mortgage on both sides. But the condi- 
tions for lifting it were very different. The demands raised 
by the Arab nationalist organizations were backed up 
by indigenous masses who were practically unanimous 
in what they wanted (except, to a degree, in Lebanon). 
The Zionist organizations, in contrast, had against them 
the majority of the country in which they wanted to set 
up a sovereign state. In order to change this situation, 
they would have to increase the proportion of Jews in 
the country, a proportion that was only growing slowly 
(11.1 percent in 1922, 17.7 percent in 1931, 28 percent 
by the end of 1936); and to accomplish this, they would 
have to seek out the good offices of the mandatory power. 
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The other possible solution, military conquest, which was 
advocated by the Revisionist Party, seemed unfeasible. 

The situation did not change until after 1939. During 

the preceding twenty years, Great Britain had shown itself 
increasingly sensitive to Arab hostility toward the Zionist 
scheme. While it had once seen a solution lying in par- 
tition, and thus in the creation of a Jewish state in a part 
of Palestine, it now finally decided, in a White Paper dated 
May 17, 1939, to clearly state its hostility to any such 
solution, and especially to a Jewish state encompassing 
all of mandatory Palestine. It had in mind the creation 
of an independent Palestinian state within ten years in 
which the Jews would not constitute more than one-third 
of the population, and hence it placed limitations on im- 
migration and the sale of land. On the other hand, events 
in Europe were making the limitations on immigration 
intolerable, and the Jewish base in Palestine was now 
strong enough to make possible the kind of independent 
action on the part of the Yishuv that the Revisionists 
had been recommending for such a long time. By the 
end of 1943, the Jewish Agency estimated the number 
of Jews in Palestine at 539,000 out of a total population 
of 1,676,571 —31.5 percent. The Jewish state could now 
only be set up in opposition to Great Britain, and the 
forces of the Yishuv appeared adequate to the task. 

In general, Zionist policy presented two faces, both 
growing out of a situation in which the Zionists found 
themselves established as a minority of colonists sur- 
rounded by a hostile population and under the authority 
of an outside power. Vis-a-vis England (which at the very 
least had to pay attention to the feelings of the Arabs, 
on whom part of its foreign policy was built), and also 
vis-a-vis world opinion, this minority had to continue the 
firm Herzlian and post-Herzlian policy and "present the 
entire affair in as inoffensive a way as possible." Later, 
it was possible to write: "The goal (of Zionism) has re- 
mained unchanged since Herzl—the transformation of 
Palestine into a Jewish homeland, the creation of a Jewish 
state. For tactical political reasons, this goal has not al- 
ways been clearly stated. But the evolution of Palestine 
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and of the Jewish problem in general has reached such 
a point that clarity has become necessary." This was 
in 1946, on the eve of the war that was the logical out- 
growth of the situation that preceded it. But twelve years 
earlier, one of the most eminent and informed Zionist 
leaders, Arthur Ruppin, who supported a policy of reach- 
ing an understanding with the Arabs, though he was in a 
minority on this question in the Zionist Executive, wrote: 


At the time of the Balfour Declaration, some Zionists 
and some non-Jewish promoters of Zionism saw 
Palestine becoming a Jewish state, although this con- 
ception could not be found in the Zionist program, 
and this goal is still officially put forward today by 
the Revisionist wing of the Zionist Organization. The 
term Jewish state is ambiguous, but it can be inter- 
preted as meaning that Jews want to rule the country. 
The fears of the Arabs about this, however, ought 
to have been allayed by the White Paper published 
by the British government in 1922, shortly before 
it was invested with its Mandate, in which it defines 
its Palestine policy as well as its concept of a National 
Jewish Home. This White Paper was accepted by the 
Zionist Organization . . . This statement by the British 
government ought to give satisfaction to the Arabs, 
even if the Jews refused to accept it. But the Jews 
themselves tried to allay the fears of the Arabs. The 
Zionist Congresses of 1921, 1925, and 1929 expressed 
a desire to cooperate with the Arabs and recognized 
the principle that neither nationality in Palestine must 
dominate the other or be dominated by it; it must 
be a state in which Jews and Arabs can live side by 
side as two nationalities with equal rights ... .% 


This history of the White Paper is indeed informative, 
but especially as an illustration in a Jewish context of 
what is called katman or tagiyya in Arabic, meaning 
the systematic subterfuge the unorthodox mystics practiced 
regarding their ideas and goals. 

This first White Paper, or Churchill Memorandum, pub- 
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lished on June 3, 1922, was in fact an official program 
that explained how His Majesty's government intended 
to apply the mandate it was going to be given. Violent 
reactions by the Arabs, in Palestine and elsewhere, had 
made clear that it would be necessary to seriously take 
this opposition into account and to interpret the Balfour 
Declaration accordingly. In particular, it was noted that: 
"Phrases have been used such as that Palestine is to 
become ‘as Jewish as England is English.' His Majesty's 
Government regard any such expectation as impracticable 
and have no such aim in view ... the terms of the 
(Balfour) Declaration [...] do not contemplate that 
Palestine as a whole should be converted into a Jewish 
National Home, but that such a Home should be founded 
in Palestine." (Original emphasis) The British government 
had never intended "the disappearance or the subordi- 
nation of the Arabic population, language, or culture 
in Palestine." Finally, "when it is asked what is meant 
by the development of the Jewish National Home in 
Palestine, it may be answered that it is not the imposition 
of a Jewish nationality upon the inhabitants of Palestine 
as a whole, but the further development of the existing 
Jewish community, with the assistance of Jews in other 
parts of the world, in order that it may become a center 
in which the Jewish people as a whole may take, on 
grounds of religion and race, an interest and a pride." 

Transjordan was separated from Palestine, and there- 
fore from the zone where Zionist settlement could be 
carried out. Immigration would be limited in terms of 
_ "the economic capacity of the country at the time to absorb 
new arrivals." On the other hand, the intangible nature 
of the Balfour Declaration was asserted at the very outset, 
as well as the idea that the Jews would be in Palestine by 
virtue of a right and not of some special favor. 

The British government urged the Zionist Organization 
to give its official approval to this document before the 
British mandate over Palestine was formalized. *It even 
made it conditional upon such approval. The Organization 
wanted, more than anything else, to have the League of 
Nations adopt the text of this mandate, which officially, 
in terms of international law, recognized the validity of 
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the Balfour Declaration and sanctioned the English pro- 
tection that was so necessary. It decided — unanimously — 
to practice "katman" out of the conviction that "if carried 
out honestly and conscientiously, [the White Paper] would 
still afford us a framework for building up a Jewish 
majority in Palestine and for the eventual emergence of 
a Jewish state." This was the thinking of even the most 
extremist of Zionists, the future founder of the Revisionist 
Party, whose reaction was welcomed with joy by Weiz- 
mann, who had feared he would remain intransigent. 67 

Thus this Zionist agreement to interpret the Balfour 
Declaration as ruling out the creation of a Jewish state 
was presented, along with the draft text granting Great 
Britain a mandate over Palestine, to the League of Nations 
and was ratified by it on July 24, 1922. But the Zionist 
leadership only accepted it with the intention of getting 
around it, of using it to set up a situation that would 
some day make inevitable the emergence of this Jewish 
state that was always in their thoughts but never (of- 
ficially) on their lips. Only a minority of Zionist political 
leaders sincerely and resolutely set as their goal the 
bi-national state, equally balanced between the two ethnic 
groups, that Arthur Ruppin described as the official, ac- 
knowledged aim of the Zionist Organization. 

However, this subterfuge was denounced by extremist 
Zionists as disastrous and as objectively orienting the 
leaders toward accepting the idea that a transition to the 
- ultimate goal could be made gradually, painlessly, peace- 
fully, and without any problems. This was the argument 
put forward by the impatient Vladimir J abotinsky (who 
had nonetheless signed his name to the letter accepting 
the Churchill Memorandum) and the Revisionist Party 
he founded. The Revisionists demanded a radical revision 
of the mandate, the creation of a Jewish state on both 
sides of the Jordan as soon as possible (even if this re- 
quired authoritarian and military methods), and the for- 
mation of a Jewish Legion that would make the attainment 
of these goals possible and that would provide protection 
for massive immigration without having to worry about 
Arab interference. 

"Assurances from other Zionist groups to the effect that 
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they are striving toward the same goal but for diplomatic 
reasons do not mention it," writes an Austrian Jewish 
professor, "are not held worthy of credence by the Re- 
visionists."8 Actually, it was Jabotinsky's thirst for power 
-and his desire above all to take Weizmann's place as head 
of the Zionist Organization—an ambition denounced by 
Weizmann ® —that drove him in this way to sow un- 
justified doubts about the thinking of the existing leader- 
ship. 

But while the Zionist leadership protested to the outside 
world that it wanted to avoid the ultimate creation of 
a Jewish national state, internally it behaved as if such 
a state were the natural fulfillment of its plan. This was 
nearly fatal since the Zionist project had as its program 
precisely the remedying of a situation in which Jews were 
a scattered and unorganized minority, or one organized 
only as a subordinate community in a non-Jewish state, 
risking the loss of its members through assimilation if the 
society was open, subject to collective oppression if it was 
closed. The project attracted mainly Jews to whom this 
program appealed, especially in the very beginning when 
conditions for those who settled in Palestine were very 
difficult. And then too from the very start the Jews in 
Palestine constituted a Yishuv, i.e., an organized body 
of people, a colony that was as cohesive as possible and 
that remained turned in on itself. As early as 1910, the 
kaymakam (let's call him the sub-prefect), an Arab patriot 
hanged five years later by Jamal Pasha, wrote: 


The Jews do not mix at all with the Ottomans; they 
purchase nothing from them. They have their own 
special bank ... In each village and colony they 
have founded a ceniral committee and a school... 
The Jews also have a blue flag with a Star of David 
in the center ... They fly this flag instead of the 
Ottoman flag .. . When the Jews come to the admin- 
_ istrative authorities, they state that they are entered 
in the Ottoman registers (that is, that they are Ottoman 
subjects), but this is a lie and afraud . . .79 


In What Way is Israel a Colonial Phenomenon? 63 


The mandate granted to Great Britain provided, more- 
over, in Article 4, that "an appropriate Jewish agency shall 
be recognized as a public body for the purpose of advising 
and cooperating with the Administration of Palestine in 
such economic, social, and other matters as may affect 
the establishment of the national Jewish home and the in- 
terests of the Jewish population in Palestine." This body 
was to be the Zionist Organization for "so long as its 
organization and constitution are in the opinion of the 
Mandatory appropriate."71 

In the Palestine of the mandate period, Jews were forced 
by the nature of things to mix more or less with the Arabs 
and the English, especially in the administration. In ac- 
* cordance with Ottoman practice and theory, which con- 
tinued in force, the various ethnic and religious groups 
enjoyed a certain degree of internal autonomy. This is 
what is called the system of millets, which even today has 
been partially retained in Israel and Lebanon, particularly 
in the area of personal status under the law. But with 
the entry of the English into Jerusalem in December 1917, 
the Jewish community acquired what was properly speak- 
ing a political organization with a Provisional Committee 
that gave way in October 1920 to a kind of Constituent 
Assembly with an Executive Committee. The organization 
was ratified by a British regulation (December 30,1927), 
which was amended on March 1, 1930, after arduous 
negotiations with the representative assembly (asefat ha- 
nivcharim, "Assembly of Deputies"). This in turn each 
year elected a general council (Va'ad Leumi, National 
Committee) responsible to the Assembly, which chose an 
executive from its midst. Thus there was actually a kind 
of government for the Yishuv with almost the powers 
of a state over those who recognized its authority (which 
did not include, for instance, anti-Zionist religious ex- 
tremists). The Assembly could levy taxes on those under 
its control. It organized the social activities of the Yishuv 
and was responsible for its public education and indirect- 
ly for its religious organization. On the eve of the Palestine 
War, the government of the Yishuv could thus organize 
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a system of military service among "those under its ju- 
risdiction." 

Thus the Yishuv formed a bloc, divided by often serious 
internal quarrels, but united as a whole in the face of 
the outside world, and possessing bodies that expressed 
this quasi-unity. On the other side, the Arabs were divided 
into several religious communities, Moslem and Christian, 
linked together only by constantly changing and opposing 
political parties. The Jews were also united by semi-auton- 
omous networks in the economic sphere—cooperatives, 
a central distribution organization, and unions brought 
together in the powerful Histadrut, which also served 
as capitalist entrepreneur, banker, insurance agency, and 
landowner, and which operated a kind of social security. 
And so in 1946 a Lebanese was able to defend a doc- 
toral thesis at the French School of Law in Beirut on 
"The Formative Elements of a Jewish State in Palestine’ 
by taking up the Yishuv’s state-like characteristics. 72 

Therefore, as indicated above, the struggle for the ul- 
timate goals could be begun once the organizational foun- 
dation of the Jewish state was well in place, and once 
the immigration carried out as a result of and under the 
protection of the British mandate had increased its demo- 
graphic base to the point where it comprised one-third 
of the total population of the country. This struggle took 
place in two stages. Although very few Zionists had come 
from Great Britain, this country, in regard to Palestine, 
played the role of mother country for a colony that was 
being settled, because, like it or not, it had protected the 
formation and growth of the Yishuv as it had, for ex- 
ample, once protected British colonization in North 
America, and as France had protected French colonization 
in Algeria. The classical pattern in such situations is 
that tensions often arise between mother country and 
colony over regulations imposed by the mother country 
that the colonists frequently find annoying, and over leg- 
islation that they do not control, at least not entirely, 
and that often strikes them as being "out of touch" with 
local conditions. This is especially true when the mother 
country thinks in terms of foreign policy on a world scale 
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but has to take into account the interests and aspirations 
of the native population. The fact that the Jewish Pal- 
estinian colonists had not come from the British pop- 
ulation at all, and the fact that their means for applying 
pressure on the British government, while real, were far 
fewer than those the Pieds Noirs were able to use on the 
French government, for example, only made London more 
inclined to sacrifice them. The historical conjuncture had 
made Arab interests much more valuable to the English 
than those of the Yishuv. The shape. of events on the eve 
of World War II pushed the British to turn their backs 
on the half-measures of the past few years, and to publish 
a White Paper that did not completely satisfy the Arabs, 
but that took a position squarely opposed to the hopes 
of the Zionists. 

The first revolt was therefore directed against Great 
Britain. The limitation of immigration under the atrocious 
conditions of the great massacre of Jews in Europe lent 
the call to battle a humane quality without equal both 
within and even outside the Yishuv. As is well known, 
this battle was fought ‘with terrorist methods, the only 
methods available to the Jewish colonists at that time. 
It greatly strengthened their cohesiveness and their more 
or less clandestine military organization. It was definitely 
a war for independence, but by the Yishuv against Great 
Britain. The native inhabitants (who amounted to two- 
thirds of the entire population) remained onlookers, their 
own hopes for independence preventing them from taking 
the side of either of the "belligerents.” 

The radicalization of the anti-British struggle began 
with extremist Jewish groups (the Irgun or Etzel, and 
especially the Lehi or Stern group) who truly looked on 
the British as oppressors and harbored toward them the 
classic reactions of colonial subjects toward colonizers who 
forcibly maintain a people under their yoke.73 The 
founder of the Lehi, Abraham Stern, pushed this logic 
to the point of advocating an alliance with all of Great 
Britain's enemies, including the USSR and, it seems, even 
Hitler.74 This state of mind could only have arisen in 
a very different situation from the one that prevailed 
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twenty years earlier when the English were on the whole 
the protectors of a scattered population surrounded by 
a hostile world. They were protectors who could be ret- 
icent and even spiteful, and whose protection did not 
negate the need to organize one’s own independent local 
defense force, but protectors nonetheless without whom 
one could not get along. It is not surprising that these 
movements made inroads especially among young people. 
Little by little their approach won over the Jewish masses 
of the Yishuv as a whole, who were mobilized in the semi- 
official army, the Haganah, an outgrowth of the self- 
defense groups, which were usually limited to carrying 
out defensive activities. The struggle for freedom of im- 
migration for the unfortunate refugees from the Nazi- 
controlled areas of Europe won over everyone, and the 
British restrictions, as well as the repression of terrorist 
activity with its usual internal logic, made the English 
"imperialist yoke" loathsome to everybody. In the first 
stages of this period, the Zionist leaders had decided that 
it was time to openly state their goals. On May 11, 1942, 
a meeting of the American Zionist Organization at the 
Hotel Biltmore in New York adopted a program presented 
by David Ben Gurion, president of the Executive Commit- 
tee of the Jewish Agency. This "Biltmore program" called 
for the establishment of a Jewish state throughout all of 
Palestine, the creation of a Jewish army, the rejection 
of the 1939 White Paper, and unlimited immigration under 
the control of the Jewish Agency alone. On November 
10, 1942, it was ratified by a special committee of the 
Zionist Organization in Jerusalem and thus became the 
official program of Zionism. From now on, the official 
Zionist leaders differed from the extremists only over which 
tactic to use as a way of getting Great Britain to accept 
the common goal upon which everyone agreed: brutal 
pressure through terrorist activity or a mixture of diplo- 
macy, based on services rendered, and blackmail. 

From now on, the program calling for a balanced bi- 
national state, which a decade earlier had appealed to a 
rather large minority of the Yishuv, became outdated 
and only a few small groups of idealists and groups on 
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the far left still supported it. The glorification of the 
struggle against "British tyranny" and the arousal of pub- 
lic conscience to new heights by the sacred task of saving 
the survivors of the Jewish tragedy in Europe had pushed 
the Arab problem into the background, where it was 
almost forgotten. In reading memoirs of the anti-British 
terrorist struggle, one is struck by the degree to which 
the young enthusiasts who wanted to deliver "their country” 
from tyranny were unaware of the "native population" — 
mere stage extras who melted into. the background of 
the countryside—at least as potentially active subjects 
with their own claims to this same country. The increasing 
English support at this time for the Arab national de- 
mands being articulated above all by kings and big land- 
owners (who were nonetheless voicing the deep aspirations 
of their entire people) caused these demands to be gener- 
ally regarded as emanating from puppets whose strings 
were pulled in England. Even the idea of dividing the 
country —which the Arabs also rejected for opposite rea- 
sons—was indignantly rejected. It was implicitly assumed 
that in the future Palestinian state, which unlimited immi- 
gration would make Jewish, the Arabs would be faced 
with a choice between submitting to authority and leaving. 

A war with the Arabs, which only an outside force could 
have prevented, was no more than the logical consequence 
of the program for a Jewish state. This had indeed been 
seen by those rare persons who retained their ability to 
think clearly while most Zionists were avoiding the prob- 
lem. In 1946, the great Jewish philosopher Martin Buber 
reproached official Zionism for its policy of primarily 
seeking international agreements instead of trying to reach 
a local agreement, in Palestine, with the Arabs concerned; 
he wrote that the Biltmore program, "interpreted as recog- 
nizing the goal as being one of ‘conquering’ the country 
through international maneuvers, not only stirred up Arab 
wrath against official Zionism, but it also made all efforts 
leading in the direction of an understanding between Jews 
and Arabs appear suspicious to the Arabs, who believed 
that these efforts were covering up the real, one ad- 
mitted intention."75 
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Likewise, Judah L. Magnes, president of the Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem, wrote: 


A Jewish state can only be obtained, if it ever is, 
through war ... You can talk to an Arab about 
anything, but you cannot talk to him about a Jewish 
state. And that is because, by definition, a Jewish 
state means that the Jews will govern other people, 
other people who live in this Jewish state ... 
Jabotinsky knew that long ago. He was the prophet 
of the Jewish state. Jabotinsky was ostracized, con- 
demned, excommunicated. But we see now that almost 
the entire Zionist movement has adopted his point 
of view ... In his early writings he said: "Has a 
people ever been known to give up its territory of 
its own volition? Likewise, the Arabs in Palestine will 
not renounce their sovereignty without violence." .. . 
All these things have now been adopted by those who 
excommunicated him. 76 


The terrorist activity, and the pressure exerted by the 
Zionist Organization on the United States in particular, 
had convinced the British that the best thing would be 
to go away and leave the Jews and the Arabs face to 
face. The power revealed by the Yishuv, the strength of 
its local base and of its determination to win autonomy, 
and the effectiveness of its "war" against the English had 
convinced the world powers as a whole that peaceful 
coexistence between it and the Arabs was utopian. Even 
Stalin at one point had to assess the value of counting 
on it as an anti-British force, perhaps of having the USSR 
succeed Great Britain as protector. The UN adopted a 
plan for dividing Palestine between the two ethnic groups 
on November 29, 1947. It proved powerless to control 
application of the plan from the outside. The stated deter- 
mination of the British to withdraw their troops—the only 
element capable of imposing peace—from Palestine on 
May 15, 1948, made the bloody confrontation inevitable. 

In this three-tiered struggle, once the battle against the 
mother-country oppressor was ended, the battle against 
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the oppressed-in-the-making could begin. To be sure, the 
colonial situation could have been left behind at this point 
and two states, recognized by the UN, could have entered 
into the realm of international politics. The Zionists re- 
proach the Arabs for not having chosen this solution by 
accepting the UN decision, which even came with the 
progressive guarantee of the USSR. 

I will not try here to determine what could or should 
have been done according to various moral criteria, but 
to explain the Arab reactions, which are so often not 
understood in Europe, and how they could be rooted 
in the very nature of the events. For the Arab masses, 
acceptance of the UN decisions would have meant un- 
conditional capitulation to a European diktat, no different 
from the capitulation of the black or yellow kings of the 
nineteenth century before the cannons trained on their 
palaces. Europe had collectively sent the colonists, whose 
goal was to seize a portion of the national territory. 

Throughout the period when an indigenous reaction 
could have easily kicked .these colonists out, this reaction 
had been halted by the British police and armed forces 
mandated by the European-American nations as a whole. 
This reaction had been disarmed morally by the mis- 

‘leading assurance that it was only a question of peace- 
fully settling a few unfortunate and harmless groups who 
would remain a minority. And then, when the real inten- 
tion of these groups was being publicly unveiled, when 
the collective strength they had slowly built up under the 
protection of the mandate was becoming clear, the Euro- 
pean-American world from the socialist USSR to the ultra- 
capitalist United States—united in spite of their internal 
differences—wanted to force the Arabs to passively ac- 
cept the fait accompli. For the Arabs, the settling of the 
Second World War was a bitter repeat of the deceitful- 
ness of the First. As at that time, promises made in re- 
turn for their agreement or neutrality were betrayed once 
they had achieved their intended goal by a malicious 
coalition of Europeans, united by their complicity in hav- 
ing made pledges to a people who had demonstrated a 
certain amount of faith in them. Did not the 1922 man- 
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date itself stipulate that there would be no infringement of 
"the rights and position of other sections of the popula- 
tion" (the non-Jews) (Art. 6)? And had not the American 
presidents Roosevelt and Truman promised, in letters 
to Ibn Saud on April 5, 1945, and October 28, 1946, 
that no decision concerning Palestine would be taken with- 
out full consultation between the Arabs and the Jews, and 
that nothing would be decided that was contrary to Arab 
interests?77 All these promises had now been violated. 
Thus, no Arab could openly disavow the response of the 
Arab Higher Committee of Palestine: 


Any attempt by the Jews or any other power or group 
of powers to set up a Jewish state on Arab territory 
is an act of oppression that will be resisted by force 
on the grounds of legitimate defense.78 


Thus the Palestine War was not seen by anyone in the 
Arab lands as a war of liberation led by anti-British, 
and hence anti-colonialist, Jewish revolutionaries against 
pleasure-seeking feudal lords who pushed stupefied and 
mule-like peasants in front of them to safeguard their own 
class interests—as the version widely accepted by the 
European left would have it (a version I challenged thir- 
teen years ago, thereby winning insults in Les Temps 
Modernes). This is also the version A. R. Abdel-Kader 
attempts to paint within the framework of a general view 
that is, quite frankly, delirious. The war could not even 
be seen as a struggle between two formerly colonial states, 
as could, for example, the struggle between Pakistan and 
India over Kashmir. In the latter case, each of the two 
parties is more or less supported, with greater or fewer 
ulterior motives, by one or another group of powers 
whose support fluctuates in keeping with changes in the 
international and local situation. Each of these groups, 
or each of these powers, seeks to use the conflict to 
strengthen its own influence—an influence that obviously 
makes use of the technical and economic superiority of 
the industrial world. But no one seeks to entrust the sov- 
ereignty of a portion of the Indo-Pakistani subcontinent 
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to a population foreign to this subcontinent and coming 
from the European-American world itself. Seen with Arab 
eyes—and I believe I have shown this is not without ob- 
jective justification—the Palestine War was a struggle 
against a new imperialist encroachment on the territory 
of a colonial people. 

That is, at least, how it appeared in the eyes of the 
Arab masses. No one can honestly deny the real indig- 
nation felt by the Arab people, especially in Arab Asia, 
which was most directly concerned. The fact that the 
Egyptian peasants who were mobilized displayed little 
interest or understanding of the struggle did not mean 
that they had any sympathy for the Jews. For every ele- 
ment of the population however slightly politicized, whether 
through circumstances or education, felt that they were face 
to face with an invader. It is true that the Arab armies 
enjoyed some British support on various levels. But this 
support, which was clandestine and non-official, was also 
limited. During the tragic period between the UN par- 
tition decision and the British withdrawal, it amounted 
principally to the presence of English soldiers who were 
left without clear instructions, or received contradictory 
ones, and who had become accustomed during the pre- 
ceding long phase of Jewish terrorism to regard the Jews 
as enemies.79 As the (Ben-Gurionist) Zionist historians 
Jon and David Kimche write: "The Jews could not under- 
stand that they were reaping the reward of the unremit- 
ting terrorist activities of the two dissident organizations: 
the Irgun and the Stern group."8° Hence, many decisions 
on a local level favored the Arabs. In a series of cases, 
the English soldiers warned the Arabs of imminent Eng- 
lish evacuation of a garrison, thereby (often) permitting 
the Arabs to seize it. Numerous British weapons seem 
to have found their way into the hands of the Arabs in 
such cases. However, the instructions received by local 
British troops from their command were simply to con- 
centrate their forces to avoid any new losses, to take 
back as much military materiel as possible, to withdraw 
with a minimum of friction by leaving each district in the 
control of whichever community was best situated on a 
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local level.8!1 The few really military engagements by 
the British before their departure stemmed from an at- 
tempt (which failed) to prevent a Jewish take-over of 
points inside the zone allotted by the UN to the Arabs, 
for example at Jaffa. ®? 

Great Britain's policy was inspired by considerations 
that went far beyond aid to the Arabs, in particular by 
the cold war situation at the time and British relations 
with the United States, as well as by the serious economic 
crisis that was shaking Britain. During the same period, 
the English withdrew from Greece, Burma, and India. 8 
As usual, the various British ministries held divergent 
points of view on the matter, but they went along with 
the political orientation of the cabinet—to get out of the 
Palestinian quagmire. It seems that it was only later, with 
the unforeseen evolution of events on a local level, that 
certain British circles got the idea that things would end 
up with Great Britain being asked to play the role of 
arbiter in conditions it would find much easier than 
those prevailing near the end of the mandate. The very 
day after the partition plan was announced, on Novem- 
ber 30, 1947, at dawn, Arab attacks announced the Arab 
refusal to accept the Jewish state. The guerrilla struggle 
began right away, in the presence of the British soldiers, 
who observed a neutrality that was somewhat partial 
to the Arabs. It began on a relatively small scale at first, 
with individual murders by snipers, dynamiting of build- 
ings, reciprocal bombings, attacks and reprisals, with 
the latter carried out especially in the beginning by the 
Irgun and the Lehi. As the Zionists Jon and David 
Kimche say, "in the sequence of events, it quickly became 
difficult to say which were the attacks and which the 
reprisals; but all grew out of the Arab decision to reject 
the UN vote."® The Arab Liberation Army volunteers, 
who, several thousand strong and led by Fawzi al-Kaukji, 
had been in Palestine since January 1948, launched sev- 
eral fruitless attacks against the Jewish colonies. The at- 
tacks, gambits, skirmishes, and riots to which this army 
resorted were used to justify Jewish reprisals on a wider 
scale. At first these reprisals were carried out mainly by 
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extremist right-wing dissident formations such as the Ir- 
gun and the Lehi or Stern group, which accused the Jew- 
ish Agency's semi-clandestine official army, the Haganah, 
of passivity and even of complicity with the British. The 
official Zionist leaders did, in fact, hesitate to abandon 
completely all recourse to international backing, from 
the United States and even at times from Great Britain, 
hoping that in one way or another the UN would in- 
sure a painless transition to a Jewish state—or, if ab- 
solutely necessary, a bi-national state with a large Jewish 
majority; they were also prepared again, if necessary, 
to settle for the territory alloted by the UN partition plan, 
at least for a while. In the beginning, they wanted above 
all to demonstrate that they were capable of defending the 
Jewish zones and consequently that a Jewish state was 
viable.85 The intensity of nationalist extremism among 
the Jewish masses—orchestrated by the Irgun and the 
Lehi, and raised to a new pitch first by the damage done 
by the Arab irregulars and then by their more systematic 
attacks in an effort to blockade Jewish Jerusalem in par- 
ticular—swept the official Zionist leaders too into the 
onslaught, first through less and less selective reprisals 
designed to serve as spectacular "warnings" to discourage 
possible Arab attacks, and finally to make sure the Jews 
possessed as much land as possible by the time the Brit- 
ish left. The main attacks were directed against Jaffa — 
which the UN plan left as an Arab enclave inside Jew- 
ish territory, but which was also like a pistol pointed 
at Tel Aviv—as well as toward liberating the Jewish 
sections of Jerusalem (international territory according 
to the same plan) and the road linking it with the Jew- 
ish regions. 


Throughout this entire period the Arab states held con- 
ference after conference. They were very little inclined 
at the outset to get deeply involved in the affair for the 
most part, hoping that a mere show of force would cause 
the Jews to capitulate and that an agreement would follow 
that would leave them less territory than the UN had giv- 
en them. This was also one of the rare coherent ideas to 
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emerge among certain governmental authorities in Lon- 
don. The decisions by the Arab states to intervene were 
brought on by a collision of interests among themselves, 
by the ambition of Transjordan's King Abdallah to ex- 
tend his domains to the areas on the west bank of the Jor- 
dan River, and by the desire of the others to stop him or 
at least reduce the extent of his acquisitions. Abdallah 
tried twice, in secret meetings with Golda Myerson {later 
changed to Meir— Editor], to persuade the Jews to reach 
an understanding with him, and his suggestions, though 
officially rebuffed, were not without effect. Contacts be- 
tween the Political Department of the Jewish Agency and 
eminent Arab politicians who were among the least bel- 
licose contributed to convincing the leaders of the Yishuv 
that they had no reason to fear outside intervention. They 
underestimated the effect of fear at seeing a Greater Jordan 
created under British protection; and above all they un- 
derestimated, once again, the main factor making inter- 
vention inevitable—the pressure of a burning Arab na- 
tionalism upon the rulers and the politicians. 86 

The regular Arab armies that entered Palestine begin- 
ning on May 15, 1948, had long-range attack plans, 
but, with rare exceptions, they were only able, in the 
last analysis, to occupy a portion of the zones left to 
the Arabs by the UN plan.87 Most came from countries 
that had long been occupied by the British and had been 
furnished with British arms from the time they were 
formed. The Transjordanian army, known as the Arab 
Legion (with 6,000 men, of whom 4,500 were available 
for use in Palestine, according to Glubb, 9,200 according 
to I. Beer), had been commanded since 1939 by the 
English major Glubb Pasha serving in a Transjordanian 
capacity. All the Arab armies involved had at their com- 
mand a total of about 25,000 soldiers, facing, at the 
outset, roughly the same number of Israeli soldiers, whose 
lines of communication were much shorter.®& But in July 
there were 60,000 Jewish soldiers against 40,000 Arab 
soldiers, 89 

The Arabs were defeated as a result of a series of fac- 
tors, not the least of which were the divisions between 
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the states participating in the "coalition," the lack of mili- 
tary experience, and over-confidence.9° In the beginning, 
their official armies had quite a rich supply of weapons, 
certainly much richer than the Haganah's. But the em- 
bargo decreed by the UN (after May 29) was observed 
by Great Britain, which alone was in a position to sup- 
ply munitions and spare parts for the British-made weap- 
ons that most of the Arab armies were using. 9! 

The Arabs had no weapons or munitions factories, while 
the Jews were producing certain weapons like mortars 
and mortar bombs. Above all, despite the embargo the 
Jews possessed substantial supplies of Czechoslovak and 
other weapons. The Haganah's networks in America and 
Kurope benefited from widespread collusion and were 
able to organize the purchase and delivery of weapons 
and the recruitment and transportation of volunteers and 
mercenaries with incomparable ingenuity, great gusto, and 
the secret help of official authorities, as in France and 
Yugoslavia for example, despite the opposition of the 
United States and Great Britain. A ship carrying Czech 
arms to the Syrian army was sunk by a Haganah com- 
mando in the Adriatic near the Italian coast it had just 
left. While the Egyptians were able to buy arms from 
Italy and no doubt benefited from British collusion, the 
two truces imposed by the UN seem to have especially 
aided the arming of the Jews. 92 

On the whole, and without trying to unravel all the 
details of the obscure accusations hurled back and forth, 
it is clear that the unfolding of the war did nothing to 
dispel the Arabs' feeling that they were confronted by a 
powerful colony backed by the European-American na- 
tions as a whole. These nations, indeed, constituted the 
true mother country of the Yishuv, and, regardless of 
their ideological differences, they played their role by 
completely favoring the Yishuv, despite efforts by the 
British and American governments to be neutral, despite 
the UN administration, and despite the few active sym- 
pathizers of the Arab cause in Europe and America, who 
were among the most questionable and justifiably detested 
elements in their countries. The supporters of the Arab 
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cause were of practically no use whatsoever to Arab mili- 
tary activity, while Israeli activity utilized to great ad- 
vantage its innumerable sympathizers in the collective 


- mother country. 


The existing situation in the State of Israel has not 
refuted this analysis. The Yishuv has viewed —correctly — 
the Arab minority within its borders as a potential fifth 
column. The discriminatory measures taken against it 
flowed logically from this viewpoint. 98 

Let us conclude this quick sketch. The settling of a new 
population of European origin in a Palestine inhabited 
by Arabs was the product of a European ideological 
movement and was carried out under the influence of 
the pressure group that it represented. It achieved its 
ultimate goal—domination of the territory settled by the 
immigrants—thanks to a British political act, the Bal- 
four Declaration, which was given the force of interna- 
tional law by the victory of the Allies over the Ottoman 
Empire and their decision to go along with the British 
commitment; thanks also to the protection provided by 
the British mandate, which made the development of an 
adequate base possible; and finally, thanks to a war 
directed first against a Great Britain become reticent, and 
then against the Palestinian Arabs supported by their fel- 
low Arabs. This two-fold struggle was won thanks to 
the power of the Yishuv's sense of nationhood, its pre- 
dictable superiority in European techniques of weaponry 
and organization, its ability to apply pressure in Europe 
and America, the guilt that Europeans and Americans 
felt at the crimes committed by the Germans—their Euro- 
pean brothers—and their desire to exonerate themselves 
without great inconvenience and at the sole expense of 
other, non-European, parties. Throughout this entire 
process, the aspirations and interests of the native Arab 
population were taken into account by the Zionist leaders 
in only the most secondary fashion. The international 
point of view gained supremacy over the intranational 
point of view (inside Palestine), as Martin Buber put it. 
Even the fleeting agreement between Faisal and Weizmann 
occurred in relation to the broad policies of the great 
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powers. Obsessed by his desire to obtain a great Hash- 
emite kingdom at any price, Faisal was ready to make 
a deal giving virtually all of Palestine to the Zionists 
in return for Jewish diplomatic, financial, and technical 
support for the future great Arab state he would head, 
thus sacrificing the part to the whole, in line with tra- 
ditional dynastic policy. His "moderation" could not suc- 
ceed because, unlike past rulers, he needed the support 
of the Arab masses in the Near East for his demands. 
But nothing could win the Syrian nationalists, and still 
less the Arabs inside Palestine, to his views on surren- 
dering Palestine. The commander was obliged to follow 
his troops. The relative "good will" of his brother Ab- 
dallah a quarter century later, which was the product 
of similar considerations, saw its results canceled out 
largely by the same factors. 


The advancement and then success of the Zionist move- 
ment thus definitely occurred within the framework of 
European expansion into the countries belonging to what 
later came to be called the Third World. Given the ini- 
tial aims of the movement, it could not have been other- 
wise. Once the premises were laid down, the inexorable 
logic of history determined the consequences. Wanting 
to create a purely Jewish, or predominantly Jewish, 
state in an Arab Palestine in the twentieth century could 
not help but lead to a colonial-type situation and to the 
development (completely normal, sociologically speaking) 
of a racist state of mind,% and in the final analysis 
to a military confrontation between the two ethnic groups. 
One can understand why the Zionist leaders repeatedly 
spurned peaceful compromises with the Arabs, fearing 
that these compromises would not guarantee that they 
would be the rulers of the future Palestine.9° One also 
understands very well the response of Golda Myerson 
(Golda Meir), long Israel's minister of foreign affairs, 
who, at the pinnacle of honor, has remained faithful to 
the determined and narrow outlook of the militant Ameri- 
can Zionist she became at the age of seventeen. An 
American member of the last Anglo-American commis- 
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sion to carry out investigations in Palestine in 1946 
asked her: 

"If the Jews as a minority had the same privileges as 
those you are promising the Arabs as a minority, would 
you be satisfied?" 

"No, sir," replied Golda Myerson. "For there must be one 
place in the world where Jews are not a minority." 96 

One cannot deny that there is an internal consistency 
to this kind of thinking, which focuses on one particular 
solution and looks with disdain on the rights of the other 
party. But neither can one conclude that it was the moral 
duty of the other party to give in, nor be surprised that 
this solution provoked violent reactions. 

Depending on one's scale of values, one can find the 
goal commendable. One can deem the harm inflicted upon 
the Arabs imaginary, minimal, or compensated for by 
important advantages. One can find the means excusable 
or even commendable also. But one cannot honestly deny 
the framework into which this plan was set. 

In the same way, it is possible to pass judgment on 
European expansion in different ways. The historian might 
not pass judgment at all, and might limit himself to 
merely taking note of it. But if one passes judgment, if 
one condemns, if one becomes indignant, and if one 
praises the reactions of the colonized peoples, then even 
the slightest consistency in reasoning would have to rule 
out two different standards of judging and evaluating. 
Even if I am included in the ranks of the schizophrenic 
by Mme. Elaine Amado Levy-Valensi, I persist in think- 
ing that being Jewish does not automatically oblige one 
to use two different sets of weights and measures. Other- 
wise one must be frank and state that whatever the cir- 
cumstances, a given group of people, namely the group 
to which one belongs, is always right—in this case, using 
both anti-Semitic and Zionist criteria—the Jews. This kind 
of belief in the infallibility of one's own "ethnic" group is 
a frequent phenomenon in the history of human groups. 
It is called racism. 


Objections and Limitations 


Having put the subject into this’ general perspective, it 
remains for us to examine the objections it stirs up. All, 
naturally, are based on real facts, and some of them 
lead to conclusions that limit or at least qualify our 
general definition of the process. 

It is only in order to refresh memories that I will men- 
tion the historical rights to the land of Palestine that are 
said to have been bequeathed to all Jews, since I would 
not insult my readers by believing they could be im- 
pressed by this argument. 

The last truly independent Jewish State in Palestine ended 
in 63 B.C. when Pompey became master of Jerusalem; the 
last gasps of the Jewish nation in Palestine date from the 
revolt of Bar Kochba in 135 A.D. The Jewish popula- © 
tion of Roman Palestine thinned out as a result of the 
deportations and enslavement that followed the two big 
revolts, but especially through emigration (which was con- 
siderable even centuries before independence was de- 
stroyed) and through conversion to paganism, then Chris- 
tianity, then Islam. It is very probable—and physical 
anthropology tends to show that it is true—that the so- 
called Arab inhabitants of Palestine (a majority of whom, 
moreover, are people who have "become Arab") have 
much more of the ancient Hebrews' "blood" than most 
of the Jews of the Diaspora, whose religious exclusive- 
ness in no way prevented them from absorbing con- 
verts of various origins. 

For centuries Jewish proselytism was important even 
in Western Europe, and was continued elsewhere over long 
periods of time. Historically, sufficient evidence of this can 
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be found in the Jewish state of Southern Arabia in the 
sixth century, based on southern Arabs who had become 
Jews; the Turkish Jewish state of the Khazars in South- 


- eastern Russia in the eighth to the tenth centuries, whose 


base was Turkish or Finno-Ugric and no doubt partly 
Slavic; the Jews of China who have become thoroughly 
Chinese; the Black Jews of Cochin; the Falashas of Ethi- 
opia, etc. And, from an anthropological point of view, 
a glance at any meeting of Jews from different back- 
grounds will suffice to give an idea of the importance 
of foreign contributions. Even if the heterogeneous body 
of Jews throughout the world who until recently have 
preserved ties to religious Judaism were considered a 
permanent collective personality, despite the profound in- 
ternal changes it has undergone, and if by virtue of this 
it were considered the heir to the old Hebraic nation, 
it would still be impossible from any reasonable point 
of view to grant it the rights to a territory whose popu- 
lation— applying the same criteria of a stable personality 
defined by an existing community —has totally changed, 
even though its component parts have remained largely 
the same. As Faisal and many others before and after 
him have observed, from this point of view the Arabs 
could just as well lay claims to Spain. The argument 
often put forward by the Zionists, of insisting on the 
undying hope of Judaism to return to Zion, is no more 
persuasive. It turns the private preoccupations of one 
individual into a law for another. However impressive 
these historical arguments may have appeared to cer- 
tain persons of a religious bent or under the influence 
of nationalist ideology,®’ they contain nothing that can 
transform the introduction of a foreign element, to the 
detriment of an indigenous population (in the usual 
meaning of these terms), into a simple matter of a re- 
turn to one's native country. 

On the other hand, the socialist outlook that inspired 
a large part of the Yishuv —at least in its earliest waves, 
which were the ones that had the greatest influence on 
its collective ideology—cannot be denied. However, this 
socialist outlook can neither logically nor sociologically 
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be used as an argument to deny the colonial character 
of the Yishuv. Those who do use it this way are, whether 
they are aware of it or not, following the traditional line 
of thinking in European socialism that the only kind 
of relations a socialist society can possibly have with 
other societies are those motivated by the most deeply- 
rooted altruism. This is ideological juggling of the worst 
kind. It has more or less been justified by referring to 
the metaphysical doctrine of alienation as developed by 
the young Marx, attributing serious deviations in the 
human personality to property relations alone, and no 
less gratuitously assuming that collectivizing the means 
of production was all that it would take to insure a re- 
turn to a basically altruistic personality. This approach, 
quite hazy at first, acquired more or less theoretical shape 
from Stalinism. The most lucid thinkers in the socialist 
movement sometimes recognized its worthlessness and— 
rarely, it is true—expressed skepticism with regard to 
it: Engels and Lenin, for instance.2® Recent events— and 
others less recent that it took de-Stalinization to refresh 
memories about or open the eyes of those affected by 
Stalinism to—ought to have dispelled any doubts about 
this. A society that internally ranks among the most demo- 
cratic or the most socialist can quite easily have relations 
with the outside world that deny the rights of other so- 
cieties. If one thinks about it a while, one can see that 
this is even a phenomenon that has occurred very fre- 
quently throughout history, and that, sociologically speak- 
ing, it is quite normal, however depressing this may be 
for those who expect much from humanity. 

The theoreticians of Jewish nationalist socialism paid 
very little attention to the societies their project threatened 
to hurt or destroy. Following the line of thinking we have 
just described, they naively thought that a renewal of the 
Jewish community could have only a beneficial effect on 
these societies and that as a result it was pointless to deal 
concretely with the question of what relations should be 
established with them. The analogy with the mental at- 
titude of the French colonizers, imbued with the democratic 
ideology of the French Revolution, is obvious. It was 
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for their own good that the Algerians and the Tonkinese 
were subjugated. In this way they would be prepared 
little by little for the day when later —much later — they 


-would understand the Declaration of the Rights of Man 


and when, still later, it could-be applied to them too. 

It is certainly true that through the humanitarian values 
it brought to the fore, socialist ideology disposed a cer- 
tain number of those whom it most influenced to be con- 
cerned about the fate of the people they were in contact 
with. Thus, the most deeply committed socialist elements 
of the Yishuv were concerned about the Arabs. But the 
conflict in the recesses of their psyche between their hu- 
manitarian ideal and their plan for a Jewish rebirth on 
Palestinian soil led in most cases to illusory conclusions, 
thanks to a mechanism explained by psychoanalysis. 
Consolation was easily found in the inviting thesis that 
the Arab masses, subjected to "feudalism" and exploited by 
their fellow countrymen, stood only to benefit from the 
Jewish conquest, at least in the long run. They would 
be made, or prepared to be made, happy in spite of them- 
selves. The fact that these were the same traditional co- 
lonialist arguments that were so rationally denounced 
when others used them went unnoticed. It is well and 
good that socialist consciousness during the mandate 
period succeeded in bringing an occasionally sizable 
minority of the Yishuv to a position of sincerely sup- 
porting a balanced bi-national state. But, naturally, the 
settlement of the Yishuv in Palestine could not be called 
into question by the very people who were doing it. Only 
the influence of Stalinist ideology was such that it prompt- 
ed a few rare individuals to take extreme positions and 
actions along this line. The circumstances in which the 
armed struggle took place between 1940 and 1948 mo- 
bilized nearly everyone behind efforts to protect and in- 
sure the autonomy of the Yishuv, sweeping aside all 
scruples in the process. As usually happens in this kind 
of. conflict, the nationalist extremists ended up winning 
over almost the entire community. 

In the conditions that have prevailed since 1948, the 
thesis that there is socialism in Israel has served to give 
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the great majority of Israelis and their friends on the 
left the same kind of good conscience that, for example, 
the internal political democracy existing inside France 
gave to the French colonists in the colonies. Every con- 
flict they become involved in readily becomes a conflict 
between good and evil.®® It is thus amusing to see the 
most obviously "bourgeois" Zionists answer any criticism 
of Israel by waving the banner of Marxism and social- 
ism. Thus the official organ of French Zionism, La Terre 
retrouvee [The Recovered Land] which generally is not 
at all oriented to the left, shows no restraint in praising 
A. R. Abdel-Kader as a "true Arab communist" for Op- 
posing evil souls who might claim to be communist or 
socialist while criticizing the Hebrew state. 

I do not intend to analyze the respective proportions 
of the state, cooperative, and private sectors of the Is- 
raeli economy. I quite willingly admit that the Israeli 
collectivist colonies have often provided an example— 
perhaps the most advanced example ever seen—of the 
virtues that can be developed by a communitarian life 
style inspired by humanist ideology —even if it forms 
an integral part of a nationalist whole. I am leaving 
aside the problems of the relative weight of this economic 
sector and this ideology, and their influence in Israel. 
These problems are in fact not at all pertinent to this 
study. That kind of ideology may produce an inclina- 
tion among members of an elite who subscribe to it to 
better understand the problems of the other side. But 
unfortunately, historical experience shows that Satan's 
bag is full of tricks; I am referring to the human pro- 
pensity for seeing to it that the aspirations and interests 
of one's own group gain the upper hand over those of 
another, and to subsequently justify this outcome with 
the most idealistic arguments. This is one of the great 
lessons taught by Marx, although he himself at times 
ignored it. In 1916, Lenin, who was more realistic, spoke 
of this tendency to "ride on the backs of others,” which 
was to be expected even after the social revolution.!© 
It is true that up to a certain point this leads to an ac- 
ceptance of the notion of human nature!®! that Bakunin 


84 Israel: A Colonial-Settler State? 


counterposed to Marx, a questionable notion for the most 
part, and the use of which has been very harmful. It 
can, however, be neither totally accepted nor rejected. 

Thus, even if one were to grant that the State of Israel 

-is perfectly socialist from all points of view, one could 
by no means conclude as a result that its foreign policy 
was above criticism or that the attitude of the majority 
of its inhabitants was motivated by the purest interna- 
tionalism with regard to other peoples. 

From both a sociological and a human point of view 
one can understand the indignation of Israeli socialists 
when they are blamed for the imperialist, colonialist, or 
capitalist positions of Herzl or of one or another of his 
predecessors or successors. It is, indeed, certainly true 
that the masses who provided the strength and vitality 
of the Zionist movement, and without whom the Zionist 
organizations would never have had a real base, were 
very deeply influenced by socialist ideals and were very 
opposed to these Herzlian concepts. But, on the one hand, 
only a numerically tiny and politically very weak elite 
was impelled by these socialist ideals to perceive, with- 
out either conscious or unconscious evasion, the reac- 
tions of the people whom the movement as a whole was 
hurting. On the other hand, and more importantly, this 
movement constituted a whole. The Zionist leaders 
achieved their aims in part through the pressures brought 
to bear by their more or less socialist mass base, but 
also through the foreign policy game they played. In the 
face of an Ottoman Empire that had remained relatively 
strong, or of an independent Great-Arab, Great-Syrian, 
or Palestinian state that had freedom of action, the pres- 
sure of the Zionist groups of eastern Europe would have 
been fruitless. At most, it would have led to the settle-. 
ment of minority Jewish communities in Palestine that 
would have been forced to reach a modus vivendi ac- 
ceptable to the Arab majority. 

These conditions would have turned the majority of 
these Jews, who wanted more than anything to emigrate, 
away from their exclusive orientation toward Palestine. 
The pressure would have changed, while remaining just 
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as powerful, and would have doubtless led other coun- 
tries to seek ways of solving the problem of the Jews 
oppressed by anti-Semitic states by allowing massive im- 
migration, perhaps even by providing some free terri- 
tory for those who demanded an autonomous community 
where they could be among themselves, as the USSR 
attempted to do with Birobidjan in its early stages.1° It 
should not be forgotten that today as in the past—as 
already in the Roman period and even earlier, in Per- 
sian times—the majority of the Jews. freely chose the Dias- 
pora. For a long time now there have been more Jews 
in New York alone than in the State of Israel, and the 
majority of the Algerian Jews who left their country chose 
France and not Israel. Be that as it may, whether they 
like it or not, Israeli socialists have been dependent on 
the policy of the Zionist Organization. To a large extent, 
it is their policy too. 

We have seen how the revolt of the Yishuv against 
British imperialism must be viewed historically. It must 
be seen as a revolt by a community of colonists against 
a mother country whose goals differed from its own, 
a revolt facilitated by the fact that the colonists did not 
belong to the same people as the mother country. That 
this revolt played its part in helping to weaken the British 
empire is certain. But to draw all the conclusions from 
this that A. R. Abdel-Kader, R. Misrahi, Jon and David 
Kimche and others reach is to pursue an illusory method 
of argumentation. In no way can this revolt take credit 
for jolting the Arab independence movement into motion. 
This movement, which took shape during the first years 
of the twentieth century, had already at the end of the 
First World War backed the moves of the Arab rulers 
and of the Arab big bourgeoisie toward autonomy. It 
found expression in the great Egyptian revolt of 1918- 
1919, the tremendous movement of the Iraqi people in 
1920, the anti-Zionist riots in Palestine as early as 1920 
(repeated often thereafter), and the numerous Syrian-Leba- 
nese movements against the French mandate, of which 
what is usually called the Druse revolt of 1925-1926 
was only the most spectacular example. Under the pres- 
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sure of this mass movement the dynastic rulers and the 
nationalist parties that led it were able to obtain a series 
I of concessions from Great Britain and France which, 
_though more or less deceptive, were designed to give 
i. the appearance of satisfying the demands it raised.! 
Among these concessions, moreover, was the 1939 British 
White Paper that was to pit the Yishuv against England. 
It was this movement that actually led to the independence 
of Lebanon and Syria in 1943 and 1945. All this, which 
was to continue and later lead to much more important 
results, dates from before 1948 and the independence 
of Israel. 
To be sure, the struggle of the Jewish terrorists against 
England showed even their enemies the relative weakness 
of arrogant Albion and thereby gave them encouragement. 
But they had not waited for this sign before beginning 
their struggle, or even seeing it produce the first promis- 
ing results. In all of this there is nothing that would les- 
sen the colonial character of the Jewish settling of Palestine. 
A whole series of arguments aim to show how far re 
moved the example of the Yishuv and of Israel is from 
what are thought of as typical colonial situations, stereo- 
types of colonization that are currently popular. 
"In place of a mother country, Jews chased from one 
country to another in Europe," object the Jewish students 
: in France. We have seen what the facts are regarding 
this. The historical role of mother country for the Yishuv 
was played by Europe as a whole, which unloaded into 
Palestine elements it considered undesirable, just as it 
sent convicts to colonize Australia or Guyana. Great Brit- 
ain was the motor force in that by force of arms it con- 
quered the territory to be occupied, set up an administra- 
tion there, and imposed what it is accustomed to call 
law and order. In return, it met with the anger of its 
"colonists" when it thought it could limit their progress 
toward completely controlling the said territory. 

We are assured that the purchase of land from the local 
owners took place without plunder, that it was carried 
out in the most correct fashion, and that it often even 
resulted in the seller being paid overly favorable prices. 
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What was often involved was not the best land, but the 
worst. The purchase worked to the benefit of both the 
seller and the agricultural development of the country 
in general. There is an element of truth in these argu- 
ments. No one in fact denies that these lands were legally 
acquired, at least before the 1948 war. For obvious politi- 
cal reasons, neither the Ottoman government nor the Brit- 
ish mandatory administration could permit any other 
course. But brutal confiscation of land is by no means 
a fundamental characteristic of. colonization. In fact, 
throughout the entire world, lands that were colonized 
were acquired much less often through the use of direct 
force than through seemingly legal deals, with the priv- 
ileged position of the colonizer allowing him to use ruses 
and legal detours to his own advantage.'°* Much more 
frequently, the mere fact of a European presence, with 
its economic and technical superiority, with its enforce- 
ment of laws that, however just in the abstract, were 
modeled on European conditions and not adapted to the 
colonial situation, was alone enough to guarantee the 
bare minimum of deals in land that would make it pos- 
sible to develop a core of colonized lands under very 
favorable or preferential conditions. But everything was 
done properly through buying and selling. In British 
Africa, for example, confiscation of land was a quite ex- 
ceptional phenomenon. Great Britain did not settle English 
colonists on Hindu peasant lands. Many other examples 
could be mentioned. 

Yet in all these cases, no one hesitates to speak of co- 
lonialism. The legal correctness of the land purchases 
made by the Zionists can in no way, therefore, be con- 
sidered an argument against the colonial character of 
the Yishuv. And since 1948 confiscations have taken place 
on a vast scale.10% The surface area cultivated by the 
Jews has gone from 928 square kilometers in the man- 
datory Palestine of 1941-1942 to 3,240 square kilometers 
in 1961-1962 in the State of Israel!°® (which is smaller 
than mandatory Palestine— 20,700 square km as opposed 
to 27,000). Israel's Arabs have lost 40-50 percent of 
their land since the war.1°7 
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It is also certainly true that the Arab fellahin are in 
general not directly exploited by Jewish landholders as 
were, for example, the Algerian fellahin in the service 
of the French colonists. There are few Arab agricultural 
laborers on Jewish lands.1°8 There are more industrial 
workers in Jewish enterprises. What exists (in the coun- 
tryside) is surely not an ethnic stratification in which 
the Arab population works in the direct employ of mem- 
bers of the Jewish population, to whom they hand over 
the surplus product of their labor. 

But if direct exploitation of the native population oc- 
curs frequently in the colonial world, it is not necessarily 
always a characteristic of it. It was an exception to the 
rule for the English colonists settling the territory that was 
to become the United States to have native Indians work- 
ing for them. The English in the East Indies were not land- 
owners who exploited peasants, any more than they were, 
for example, in Australia or New Zealand. Moreover, 
in a certain number of cases, there either was for all 
practical purposes no native population or it was extermi- 
nated, as in Tasmania. Are there those who would, as 
a result, entertain the idea that British expansion into 
. all these territories was not colonial in nature? 

The relations between the Israelis and the Arabs have 
in fact been less relations of exploitation than of domi- 
nation. Let us take an overall view of the matter, stick- 
ing to the bare minimum of what cannot be disputed. 
Whatever the particular motives in the flight of the Arabs 
from Israeli territory, which reduced their number from 
two-thirds to one-tenth of the population, 1°° the general 
cause was undeniably the determination of the new set- 
tlers who infiltrated into Palestine little by little over a 
period of some sixty years, to become the ruling element 
in a Jewish national state. I quite agree that this was 
less a determination to rule over the Arab ethnic group 
than it was to rule over a territory. But since no one 
can claim that they were freely given said territory by 
the Arabs, it was clearly a question of a successful ef- 
fort to impose their will upon the other side. I do not 
want to dwell here on the situation of the Arabs in Is- 
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rael; for that, I refer the reader to the fine, sensible, and 
balanced, but also lucid book already mentioned, by 
Walter Schwarz.119 In spite of the recent relaxation of 
the most blatantly discriminatory measures, it is obvious 
that the Jewish majority is imposing its rule on the Arab 
minority. "The main impression," writes a perceptive 
Jewish-American sociologist, “is that the sympathies of 
the Israeli Arabs lie in the highest degree with their Arab 
kindred and that Arab allegiance is not to the Jewish 
majority that now governs, but rather to their kindred 
in Egypt or Jordan who promise to free them. There 
may be many exceptions, but this is certainly the atti- 
tude among the majority of the Arabs."!1! This is a quite 
normal consequence of the situation, and it is difficult 
to see how it could have been otherwise. The Arabs in 
Israel, like the Palestinian Arabs who fled Israel, are in 
a situation that they have not accepted and that the Yishuv 
has imposed upon them. by force.1!2 Whatever justifica- 
tions one might be able to find for this act, no one should 
be able to deny that it is a fact.. a 


I will conclude by briefly mentioning the Arab argu- 
ment that, in addition to its domineering role at home 
and, historically speaking, the colonial nature of the crea- 
tion of its state, Israel participates in the economic ex- 
ploitation of the Third World alongside the industrialized 
European-American powers and Japan as part of the 
world system that is referred to as imperialist. A study 
of the problem would require a great deal of space and 
attention to nuances. If one sticks to generalities, it seems 
obvious that Israel's technical superiority gives it pos- 
sibilities for exerting economic pressure on underdeveloped 
economies. But on the other hand, these possibilities are 
greatly diminished by the smallness of its territory, its 
difficulties with its nearest neighbors, and perhaps es- 
pecially its own economic dependence on the European- 
American powers. It is rather by political choice that 
Israel has generally turned up as an ally of the imperial- 
ist powers, and it can be said that this political choice 
was in large part imposed by the circumstances surround- 
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ing the formation and birth of the state. This was another 
almost inevitable consequence of the initial choice made 
by the Zionists. At least it made any other attitude dif- 
ficult. Roughly speaking, it is certainly true that, as Herzl 
wanted, Israel constitutes a beachhead of the industrialized, 
capitalist world in an underdeveloped world. 

As for the right of the Israelis to continue to exist as 
a national community on the land they acquired in this 
way, it lies outside the framework of the problem we have 
raised here. The only rights they can validly lay claim 
to are those based on their improvement of the occupied 
territory, the work they put into this effort, and the per- 
sonal sacrifices they agreed to undergo in order to reach 
this goal. But that has nothing to do with defining as 
colonial the process whereby they settled there. The co- 
lonial origins of the Algerian Pieds Noirs did not pre- 
vent the FLN from recognizing their rights, and their 
departure was not the result of expulsion but of their 
inability to adapt to the new situation or of their re- 
fusal to accept this Situation. Similarly, no one speaks 
of chasing the whites out of South Africa because of their 
colonial origins. They are asked simply to coexist with 
the Blacks as equals. To set oneself up as an autonomous 


ethnic group is more difficult. Sometimes the native ethnic 
group can be brought by force to the point of recognizing 
this autonomy, which then becomes legal with the passage 
of time. But one can only claim to have left the colonial 
as a result of 
autonomy. 


process behind when the native group, 
negotiated concessions, comes to accept this 


Conclusion 


I believe the preceding pages have shown that the crea- 
tion of the State of Israel on Palestinian soil is the cul- 
mination of a process that fits perfectly into the great 
European-American movement of expansion in the nine- 
teenth and twentieth centuries whose aim was to settle 
new inhabitants among other peoples or to dominate them 
economically and politically. This is, moreover, an ob- - 
vious diagnosis, and if I have taken so many words 
to state it, it is only because of the desperate efforts that 
have been made to conceal it. What is involved here are 
facts. As for terminology, it seems to me that the term 
colonial process is very suitable, considering the obvious 
parallel with phenomena everyone agrees to designate 
in this way. But this is a linguistic question. 

It is quite obvious that this is a colonial process with 
its own special characteristics—as with many others, 
moreover. There was settlement of colonists—unlike the 
cases of India and Greenland, for example. The colonists 
did not come from the mother country, which is also the 
case, for example, with the island of Mauritius. A major 
part of the native population was displaced, as was true 
over a long period of time with the Indians in New En- 
gland. Not all were left in a state of direct economic de- 
pendence on the colonists, but in a state of political depen- 
dence for those who remained inside Israel, while the 
settling of the colonists and the setting up of the state 
brought to the rest a fate over which they had no control. 

The purpose of definitions is to justify labels by being 
more or less comprehensive, depending on the facts and 
subjects one wants to cover. It is no doubt possible to 
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find definitions of colonialism that do not cover the par- 
ticular case of Israel. One of the definitions of the term 
"colony" in the Grand Larousse encyclopedique ("territory 
occupied and administered by a nation outside of its 
boundaries and remaining linked to the mother country 
by very close ties") is hardly suitable. Another ("a col- 
lection of persons who leave their country to go populate 
another") is, on the other hand, very adequate. The He- 
brew term Yishuv, commonly used by persons with an 
interest in the subject, is defined by the Elmaleh Hebrew- 
French dictionary as: "inhabited country, colony, in- 
habited province; population; . . . colonization." It is true 
that this referred especially to colonies in the Greek sense. 
But a definition like the one in Quillet-Flammarion that 
has the contemporary period in mind (colony= "exotic 
country, generally subjugated by right of conquest and 
placed in a state of political and economic dependence 
on the conqueror") works very well. And, more profound- 
ly, a sociologist, reviewing all known cases, concluded: 
"One can speak of colonization when there is, and by the 
very fact that there is, occupation with domination; when 
there is, and by the very fact that there is, emigration 
with legislation."!13 The Jews attracted by Zionism em- 
igrated to Palestine, and then they dominated it. They 
occupied it in deed and then adopted legislation to justify 
this occupation by law. Everything is there. 

What are the consequences to be drawn from this diag- 
nosis? Preach holy war against the intruders and demand 
that they be forcibly evicted and cast into the sea in the 
name of a universal conscience that was very slow to con- 
demn colonialism? Brand them as criminals in the eyes 
of the whole world? Demand that, barefoot and with a 
rope already around their neck, they come pleading for 
forgiveness for their original sin? 

My argumentation, which has been limited to the area 
of facts, does not necessarily imply these kinds of con- 
clusions. It leaves aside questions of passing judgment, 
of future political perspectives, and of possible courses 
of action. Nevertheless, I would like, only now, to express 
my own opinion. It is up to the Arabs, who are the ones 
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who have been wronged, to determine what their policy 
toward Israel will be. The role of others does not seem 
to me to be to urge them to seek military solutions. The 
militant revolutionary approach has given rise to strange 
reactions. It is one thing to understand, and to make 
others understand, the feelings of rebellion that stir a 
people or a class in struggle, and to stand up to the 
hypocritical approach that condemns acts of rebellion by 
the oppressed in the name of some universal morality, 
while forgetting about the weight of the oppression and 
crimes of the oppressor. It is another thing to incite those 
who are more or less oppressed to choose a bloody solu- 
tion before all else, and generally to do so from a safe 
and tranquil vantage point. At the risk of once again 
being branded with the pejorative mark of a humanist, 
I will say that I prefer bloodless solutions to the extent 
that they are possible, and that I do not recognize for 
myself the right to preach vengeance and murder from 
my ivory tower. 

Colonists and colonizers are not monsters with human 
faces whose behavior defies rational explanation, as one 
might think from reading left-wing intellectuals. I am 
anti-colonialist and anti-racist, but I cannot on that ac- 
count give up attempting to explain colonialism and 
racism in terms of the most widespread and common- 
place social and psychological factors, which no one 
should claim lie beyond reach. Belonging to a colonizing 
group is not the unspeakable and unpardonable crime 
it is thought to be in cafes along Saint-Germain and Saint- 
Michel boulevards. Who is innocent of this charge? The 
only variable lies in the time that has elapsed since the 
usurping was done. The human conscience sooner or later 
accepts the idea that long-time use establishes a valid 
claim. History is full of faits accomplis. Since Cromwell, 
British colonizers have occupied Catholic Ireland and 
colonized Ulster, which remained Protestant and where 
the Catholic minority is discriminated against. The Irish 
had sworn never to recognize this amputation of their 
homeland. No one doubts that the amputation was unjust, 
that it was obtained through force and consolidated 
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through force. And then one fine day in February 1965, 
they recognized the existence of Ulster and the Irish pres- 
ident paid a solemn visit to Belfast. 114 

The Jews of Israel too are people like other people. 
Some of them have hammered out an illusory ideology 
to which they have sacrificed themselves as well as a great 
deal of effort and many human lives. They are not alone. 
Many are those who have suffered much but have looked 
with indifference upon the sufferings and rights of others. 
Many went there because it was the life preserver thrown 
to them. They most assuredly did not first engage in 
scholarly research to find out if they had a right to it 
according to Kantian morality or existentialist ethics, 

It is accordingly useless to reproach them for it. The 
future depends largely on the relationship of forces, also 
in part .on the awareness of how deep the problems are. 
It is that alone which justifies this study. 

To be aware of the colonial character of the State of 
Israel is to begin to make clear why the pressure of the 
events does so much to thrust Israel into the camp of 
the Western powers, and why any other orientation would 
require heroic efforts on the part of progressive elements 
in Israel. Above all, it is to understand the reactions of 
the Arabs and peoples of the Third World who are in 
the same situation. Those who automatically classify all 
the Arab movements and regimes as fascist simply because 
they are opposed to Israel are spreading an erroneous 
and deeply harmful conception of the problem. Similarly, 
all those who hold to legends about a gratuitous hatred 
of Arabs for Jews, or the thesis of a consciously worked 
out Machiavellian myth, are misleading themselves and 
others. If there is indeed hatred that often exceeds all 
bounds, and if rulers and ideologists build myths around 
the question of Palestine as a way of mobilizing support, 
it is all based on an objective reality for which the Zionist 
leaders are responsible: the colonization of a foreign 
land.1!5 A follower of nonviolence may be allowed to 
regard the revolt of the Arabs against a colonial situation 
as something to be condemned from a moral point of 
view, but the slightest intellectual consistency prohibits 
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an anti-colonialist from making such a moral condem- 
nation. At most, he can find this revolt premature for 
the time being. 

It follows that it would be a dangerous illusion to count 
on a new social regime among the Arabs to accept Israel. 
Let it be said forthrightly, even if it hurts or arouses 
indignation among left-wing conformists who believe that 
the social revolution solves all problems. There is no 
"revolutionary solution" to the Israeli-Arab problem. The 
creation of the State of Israel was an outrage committed 
against the Arabs as a people. No regime can accept 
it of its own free will. International or internal political 
circumstances could perhaps one day force recognition of 
Israel. But this cannot be simply the product of an ide- 
ology that might concede that there were grounds for the 
Israeli colonization. On the contrary, it is those regimes 
that are most socialistically inclined that have also shown 
themselves to be the most adamant. To believe the op- 
posite would be to reveal profound ignorance of local 
conditions or to be utterly misled by ideological passion. 
The riots in Jordan following the Israeli reprisal raid in 
the Hebron region (events that are unfolding as I am 
finishing this study) clearly show the dangers in the usual 
interpretation of Arab hostility toward Israel. How can 
those who explain it as an artificial creation of "fascist" 
governments and movements explain the depth of the 
Palestinian indignation revealed by these disturbances? 
How can they not notice that their interpretation ties in 
with the one that all colonialist states have used to justify 
their repression of indigenous liberation movements? And 
the Levi Eshkol government itself has obviously excluded 
_the possibility that such a movement could develop. A 
victim of its own Zionist myths, it has been led by them 
to falsify the very realities of the problem it is confronted 
with. A classical, but dangerous phenomenon. 

It is possible that war is the only way out of the situa- 
tion created by Zionism. I leave it to others to find cause 
for rejoicing in this. But if there isany chance of some day 
seeing a peaceful solution, it will not be achieved by telling 
the Arabs that it is their duty to applaud their conquerors 
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because they are Europeans or are in the process of be- 
coming Europeanized, because they are "advanced," be- 
cause they are revolutionary or (almost) socialist, and, 
even less, simply because they are Jews! The most that 
can be asked of the Arabs is that they resign themselves 
to a disagreeable situation, and that in resigning them- 
selves they make the best of their resignation. It is not 
easy to get a conquered person to resign himself to defeat, 
and it is not made any easier by loudly proclaiming 
how right it was that he was soundly beaten. It is gen- 
erally wiser to offer him compensation. And those who 
have not suffered from the fight can (and, I believe, even 
must) recommend forgiveness for the injuries inflicted. 
They are hardly entitled to demand it. 
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